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Research regarding the effectiveness of multicultural training in various domains has increased significantly in
the past several years. The effectiveness of this training among graduate psychology students has seen a similar
increase in the literature; however, the need for additional research among graduate clinical psychology
students continues. The present study is a mixed methods evaluation of the impact of a required human
diversity course on multicultural knowledge and awareness, ethnic identity, and various measures related to
white privilege among doctoral level clinical psychology students. Additionally, several independent t-tests
were conducted to determine whether group effects exist regarding the various independent variables. Finally,
comparisons were made between quantitative and qualitative data regarding participant perceptions of the
helpfulness of specific course components. Participants included 35 doctoral clinical psychology students
enrolled in the required human diversity course during the summer of 2008. Results indicated an increase in
multicultural knowledge, an increase in white privilege awareness, and an increase in anticipated costs of
addressing white privilege from pre- to posttest. Significant group effects for participant ethnicity, gender,
previous human diversity training, and religious identification are reported below as are comparisons between
quantitative and qualitative data. Implications for training, practice, and future research are discussed.
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ABSTRACT 
Research regarding the effectiveness of multicultural training in various domains has 
increased significantly in the past several years. The effectiveness of this training among 
graduate psychology students has seen a similar increase in the literature; however, the 
need for additional research among graduate clinical psychology students continues. The 
present study is a mixed methods evaluation of the impact of a required human diversity 
course on multicultural knowledge and awareness, ethnic identity, and various measures 
related to white privilege among doctoral level clinical psychology students. 
Additionally, several independent t-tests were conducted to determine whether group 
effects exist regarding the various independent variables. Finally, comparisons were 
made between quantitative and qualitative data regarding participant perceptions of the 
helpfulness of specific course components. Participants included 35 doctoral clinical 
psychology students enrolled in the required human diversity course during the summer 
of 2008. Results indicated an increase in multicultural knowledge, an increase in white 
privilege awareness, and an increase in anticipated costs of addressing white privilege 
from pre- to posttest. Significant group effects for participant ethnicity, gender, previous 
human diversity training, and religious identification are reported below as are 
comparisons between quantitative and qualitative data. Implications for training, practice, 
and future research are discussed. 
Keywords: diversity training, cultural competence, multicultural awareness, multicultural 
knowledge, multicultural training 
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INTRODUCTION 
 The question of the necessity of multicultural training for psychologists has 
effectively been put to rest (Yutrzenka, 1995). After multiple conferences within various 
domains of psychology, increasing attention to the changing demographic of the United 
States and the clients served by mental health professionals (Hills & Strozier, 1992), as 
well as the development of several models of multicultural competence and training (Sue 
et al., 1982), the American Psychological Association (APA) developed several criteria 
requiring the implementation of diversity education for all graduate psychology training 
programs (APA, 1991). Approximately a decade later, the primary question regarding 
multicultural training in professional psychology had become whether or not training 
programs and institutions were actually putting the recommendation into practicing (Hills 
& Strozier, 1992).  
In 1990, the year the APA guidelines were being written, a survey of clinical 
psychology programs indicated that 39% of programs had no multicultural education 
courses, 35% offered one course, 14% offered two courses, six percent offered three or 
four courses, three percent offered five or six courses, and another three percent offered 
up to ten courses (Bernal & Castro, 1994). Furthermore, 74% of clinical psychology 
programs did not require completion of a multicultural course in order to obtain a 
doctorate. Despite new requirements dictated by the APA guidelines, however, 
researchers soon discovered that diversity training had been slow to increase and that 
many professional psychology programs did not feel a great deal of pressure to
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implement diversity training into their curriculum or training experiences (Hills & 
Strozier, 1992). Researchers consistently found counseling psychology graduate students 
scored higher on measures of multicultural competence compared to clinical psychology 
graduate students, implying that counseling psychology programs have been more 
effective in their diversity training endeavors (Pope-Davis, Reynolds, Dings, & Nielson, 
1995). However, clinical psychology students are more frequently being sampled in the 
recent research (Berry, 2005; Finkel, Storaasli, Bandele, & Schaefer, 2003; Heppner & 
O’Brien, 1994; Pope-Davis et al., 1995). Programs seem to differ greatly regarding the 
number of hours required in multicultural training and the types of multicultural training 
offered (whether it be a course or workshop) (Gipson, 2002). Many programs have 
initiated training that addresses ethnicity and race but ignores other categories of diversity 
such as sexual orientation (Allison, Crawford, Echemendia, Robinson, & Knepp, 1994; 
Biaggio, Orchard, Larson, Petrino, & Mihara, 2003; Finkel et al.), religious diversity 
(Reyes, 2002), or disability (Berry; Bluestone, Stokes, & Kuba, 1996). This research has 
led to a number of new questions, primarily regarding to what extent multicultural 
training affects change in graduate students studying psychology.  
Effectiveness research 
Researchers continue to stress the importance of evaluation in multicultural 
training in order to promote more appropriate and effective training methods (Littrell & 
Salas, 2005; Ridley, Mendoza, & Kanitz, 1994). As a result, empirical evaluation of the 
effectiveness of multicultural training in psychology has slowly increased over the years 
(Ponterotto & Casas, 1991) and, in the last decade, has begun to explode. Several 
researchers have commented on the overall improvement of multicultural education and 
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training in various mental health professions over the last 30 years (Aponte & Aponte, 
2000; Smith, Constantine, Dunn, Dinehart, & Montoya, 2006). In a meta-analysis Smith 
and colleagues discovered that, in general, multicultural training is associated with 
positive outcomes. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Although trends regarding the improvement of multicultural education in the last 
several years are promising, a great deal of the literature addresses mental health 
professionals at varying stages of training and practice, ranging from students to seasoned 
professionals (Smith et al., 2006). Speight, Thomas, Kennel, and Anderson, (1995) 
conducted qualitative analyses of experts in multicultural psychology and discovered that 
multicultural curriculum was considered to be of primary importance in academic 
graduate psychology program criteria. However, the study of psychology students also 
has its challenges. For example, Finkel et al., (2003) conducted a workshop-like training 
on issues related to sexual orientation called the Safe Zone Project. Training consisted of 
two trainings in the fall and spring. Although changes were not significant, trends 
indicated that 40% of the participants’ attitudes toward homosexuals changed to a more 
positive level from the first session to the second session of the project. However, this 
study included both graduate clinical psychology students and administrative staff and 
differences between groups were not reported.  
In a study of clinical training directors of community psychology programs, only 
38% of respondents reported that multicultural training was what they labeled ‘fairly’ 
successful (Suarez-Balcazar, Durlak, & Smith, 1994). Twenty three percent indicated that 
multicultural training was successful with most students, 18% reported success with only 
some students, and 11% reported that their multicultural training was unsuccessful. In 
another survey of Canadian clinical psychology programs, Directors of Clinical Training 
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(DCTs) reported on what they believed to be most effective for multicultural training 
(Hertzprung & Dobson, 2000). DCTs reported that in vivo experiences and integrated 
diversity related materials into required courses were the primary factors perceived as 
“extremely effective” for student multicultural training. Reading assignments, discussion 
groups, and writing assignments were the least effective methods of student multicultural 
training as perceived by DCTs. However, only the perceived effectiveness of writing 
assignments correlated significantly with frequency of use in the training programs. In a 
similar survey, training directors reported that direct clinical contact with diverse 
populations is most effective for training diversity competency among clinical 
psychology interns, though didactic courses and seminars were most often rated as 
required diversity training experiences (Brooks, Mintz, & Dobson, 2004). However, 
some researchers have reported discrepancies between student and training director 
perceptions of diversity training effectiveness (Magyar-Moe et al., 2005). In addition, 
when comparing faculty and student ratings of the overall climate of one graduate clinical 
psychology program, faculty rated multicultural intervention success significantly higher 
than did students (Tori & Ducker, 2004). Therefore, the impressions of those involved in 
creating and teaching multicultural material versus the impressions of those receiving the 
training may differ significantly regarding what is effective or helpful and what is not.  
Student Perceptions 
Student perceptions of their own multicultural competence also seem to affect 
their perceptions of others. For example, graduate counseling psychology students’ 
differential ratings of a culturally sensitive and culturally insensitive counselor were 
significantly accounted for by their self-ratings of multicultural awareness, knowledge, 
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and skills, with awareness being the primary contributor (Steward, Wright, Jackson, & 
Jo, 1998). A description of these factors is discussed below. Additionally, those who 
rated themselves higher on multicultural awareness, knowledge, and skills also rated the 
culturally sensitive counselor more positively than those who rated themselves lower. 
However, researchers have only begun to delve into the complexity of student 
perceptions of the effectiveness of multicultural training in psychology graduate 
programs.  
Multiple researchers have reported that completion of a multicultural course was 
correlated with increased multicultural counseling competence as reported by master’s 
level social work and counseling psychology students (Barise, 2000; D’Andrea, Daniels, 
and Heck, 1991; Neville, Heppner, Louie, Thompson, Brooks, & Baker, 1996). In 
contrast, Berry (2005) discovered that doctoral clinical psychology students reported no 
change in their multicultural competence after taking an intercultural awareness 
development course. Similarly, researchers studying interns in university counseling 
centers discovered that multicultural coursework was moderately significantly correlated 
with knowledge and skills of multicultural counseling, although only supervision was 
correlated with measures of multicultural awareness (Pope-Davis, Reynolds, Dings, & 
Ottavi, 1994). Training experiences during clinical training, therefore, may have a 
different impact on students’ levels of knowledge, awareness, and skills. Further 
evaluation and study are needed to fully determine the level of effect that multicultural 
training coursework can have on student awareness, knowledge, and skill development. 
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Components of Multicultural Competence 
Although a general increase in multicultural competence is certainly beneficial, 
some researchers have determined that multicultural training outcomes vary depending 
upon the specific construct being measured (Smith et al., 2006). Several researchers have 
begun to study various components of multicultural competence, including awareness, 
knowledge, skills, and other attitudes, and have reported mixed results, reflective of the 
complex nature of multicultural education.  
Awareness 
Some have emphasized the importance of increasing awareness, both of one’s 
culture (often labeled white privilege) as well as of other cultures, in multicultural 
education (Davis-Russel, Forbes, Bascuas, & Duran, 1992). Furthermore, researchers 
have noted the importance of student awareness of personal values, attitudes and beliefs 
and how this awareness may affect clinical skills (McRae & Johnson, 1991). Multiple 
researchers, for example, reported an increase in multicultural awareness (Case 2007; 
Keim, Warring, & Ran, 2001; Melendez, 2007; Murphy, Park, & Lonsdale, 2006; Neville 
et al., 1996) or of racial awareness (Parker, Moore, & Neimeyer, 1998) among graduate 
psychology students after taking a multicultural course. Similarly, Heppner and O’Brien 
(1994) reported an increase in clinical and counseling psychology student awareness, 
openness, and interest in multicultural issues after taking a beginning-level elective 
course on multicultural counseling. School and mental health counseling students 
reported a greater increase in multicultural awareness after taking a multicultural 
counseling course compared to control subjects who took an introductory counseling 
course with no prior multicultural education (Berg, 2001). Finally, Chao (2006) reported 
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multicultural training and workshops significantly contributed to counseling students’ full 
scale scores on the Multicultural Counseling Knowledge and Awareness Scale 
(MCKAS). In one study, Barise (2000) reported an increase in bachelor’s level social 
work students self-reported multicultural awareness after taking a case-based course, 
(with classes developed around teaching cases rather than lectures based on relevant 
literature). Similarly, DeRicco and Sciarra (2005) reported a qualitatively significant 
change in a single participant’s attitudes and awareness after a multicultural immersion 
experience required to partially fulfill the requirements of a graduate multicultural 
counseling course. 
Findings regarding student change on measures of multicultural awareness, 
however, have not been entirely consistent. Pope-Davis et al., (1995) reported that 
educational experiences such as workshops added to the predictive validity of an 
awareness subscale among counseling and clinical psychology graduate students. 
Participants reported no significant change, however, in multicultural awareness after 
taking a multicultural course. Similarly, first year doctoral clinical psychology students 
reported no change in multicultural awareness after taking an intercultural awareness 
course (Salvador, 1998). Counseling students from a variety of universities reported a 
slight, though non-significant increase in multicultural awareness and sensitivity after the 
completion of a required or optional multicultural course compared to controls (Cameron, 
1990). However, participants reported a decrease in openness (regarding belief systems) 
after taking the multicultural course compared to controls, whose reported openness 
surprisingly increased over the same period of time.  
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In a study of students from a health education program, Wasson and Jackson 
(2002) asked participants to partake in a Critical Incident Analysis of a recent experience 
involving “racism, ageism, ablism, heterosexism, classism, or any other stereotype that 
exists about a specific cultural group” (p. 268). Researchers analyzed student essays and 
identified conceptual themes throughout student responses. Unexpectedly to the authors, 
84% of participants fell into the categories of low-level or moderate-level awareness. 
However, it may be that the initial stage of developing cultural sensitivity in students may 
be a lack of awareness of cultural issues (Lopez et al., 1989). Little attention has been 
paid to the perspectives of students enrolled in multicultural training and it is unclear 
what transpires in the realms of knowledge and skills when increased awareness leads to 
disempowerment and anger. 
Knowledge 
Although not as widely studied as awareness, multicultural knowledge has also 
been an important area of study regarding the impact of a multicultural course on 
graduate psychology students. Researchers have similarly reported increases in 
multicultural knowledge (Keim et al., 2001; Melendez, 2007; Murphy, Park, & Lonsdale, 
2006; Neville et al., 1996; Salvador, 1998) among graduate psychology students after 
taking a multicultural course. Additionally, multicultural coursework added to the 
predictive validity of knowledge scales among clinical psychology graduate students 
alone (Pope-Davis et al., 1995). Again, Chao (2006) reported multicultural training 
significantly contributed to counseling students’ full scale MCKAS scores, which 
includes a multicultural knowledge component. Barise (2000) also reported an increase in 
bachelor’s level social work students self-reported multicultural knowledge after taking a 
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case-based course. When considering both qualitative and quantitative perceptions of a 
required multicultural course, counseling students indicated an increase in multicultural 
knowledge development (Tomlinson-Clarke, 2000). 
Alternatively, school and mental health counseling students reported no change in 
multicultural knowledge after taking a multicultural counseling course compared to 
controls (Berg, 2001). In a surprising study, doctoral level counseling students from a 
variety of universities reported a significant increase in multicultural knowledge if taking 
an optional course whereas those taking a required course reported a decrease in 
multicultural knowledge (Cameron, 1990).  
Majority and Minority Student Differences 
 A number of factors may contribute to some of the discrepancies found in the 
outcome literature discussed above regarding graduate psychology students’ levels of 
change after taking a multicultural course. For example, differences in participant 
characteristics and experiences such as race, gender, religious/spiritual affiliation, and 
previous diversity coursework may be related to changes in various constructs being 
targeted during multicultural education. 
Racial Differences 
 Not surprisingly, race and ethnicity have been the most frequent correlates 
studied among participants regarding changes after multicultural education. For example, 
one researcher discovered racial differences among doctoral and master’s counseling 
students’ levels of cultural competence (Constantine, 2001). These students were rated by 
outside observers while doing a clinical intake session with volunteer clients of color. 
Black American and Latino American students were consistently rated as having more 
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cultural competence than the White American students. In another study, master’s level 
social work students from multiple graduate programs reported similar levels of 
multicultural awareness at the beginning of a required multicultural course regardless of 
race (Melendez, 2007). Predictably, though both groups reported significantly increased 
multicultural awareness at the end of the course, White students reported a higher level of 
progression of awareness than students who did not identify as White. Berg (2001) also 
reported a greater increase in multicultural knowledge for White students compared to 
minority students, with minority males reporting a decrease in multicultural knowledge.  
However, changes in student reports of their own ethnic identity after 
multicultural education has been minimally reported upon. Some researchers discovered 
that encouraging self reflection among primarily white physician trainees helped to 
improve the delivery of health care to diverse populations (Murray-Garcia, Harrell, 
Garcia, Gizzi, & Simms-Mackey, 2005). Considering the often homogenous (primarily 
White) student makeup of clinical graduate psychology programs (Gipson, 2002), it is 
possible that group change may occur in one direction or another as students are asked to 
broaden their definition of diversity as well as consider their own group membership. 
McKellop (1997) reported that the completion of a multicultural course facilitated a more 
positive White Racial identity among graduate counseling psychology students. 
However, positive White Racial identity is not necessarily correlated with higher ratings 
of multicultural competence. Additionally, given researchers’ recent scrutiny of using 
white racial identity models to monitor student change after multicultural training (Miller 
& Fellows, 2007), it seems prudent to forego making specific hypotheses regarding 
student change in ethnic identity in the present study. 
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Gender Differences  
 In some cases, differences between male and female responses exist regarding 
various components of multicultural training. However, there is not enough research in 
this area to determine real trends. Berg (2001) discovered that female social work 
students reported increased multicultural awareness at the same rate whether they took a 
multicultural training course or took an introduction to counseling course with no prior 
multicultural training. In contrast, only male social work students taking a multicultural 
course reported an increase in multicultural awareness compared to male students taking 
an introductory course. Cameron (1990) reported group main effects, with female 
masters’ level counseling students scoring significantly higher on multicultural 
awareness/sensitivity and knowledge compared to male masters’ students. Other 
multicultural education researchers have reported no main effects for gender on graduate 
psychology students’ levels of multicultural competence (Constantine, 2001). 
 Interestingly, other researchers discovered that female counseling students more 
strongly endorsed positive attitudes of White culture after taking a multicultural course 
whereas their male counterparts indicated no change (Brown, Parham, & Yonker, 2001). 
However, this rating tendency seems to reflect some discomfort with racial differences in 
general. 
Previous educational experience with diversity 
Students who have prior diversity training experience may be affected to a 
different degree after taking the same multicultural course. Constantine (2001) reported 
that counseling students with more diversity training prior to conducting an intake with a 
client of color were rated by observers as having higher levels of cultural counseling 
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competence. However, the participants in this study were not given a pre-test in order to 
determine group differences before the study took place. Similarly, McKellop (1997) 
reported that completion of a previous multicultural course significantly accounted for 
variance related to counselor education students’ self-reported multicultural competence 
and was negatively correlated with Multicultural Awareness. Melendez (2007) reported 
that younger (i.e., under age 40) master’s level social work students who had previous 
exposure to diversity content demonstrated higher scores on self-rated multicultural skills 
compared to younger students who did not have previous diversity content exposure. This 
effect remained the same both before and after taking a multicultural course. However, 
there were no differences between older students based on previous exposure to diversity 
content.  
Although not often the focus of study, experience in graduate school, regardless 
of diversity training, may have an impact on student multicultural competence scores. In 
one interesting study, Brooks and Kahn (1990) discovered a significant change among 
master’s counseling students’ feminist attitudes toward women after taking a 
multicultural course. However, they also discovered a main effect for time, interpreting 
this to mean that these results may be partially accounted for by simply spending time in 
a graduate counseling program. Although the researchers did not specifically delineate 
how much or how little prior diversity training their participants received, it may be that 
specific experiences related to diversity training may have influenced graduate students’ 
responses. 
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Religious Identification 
Several researchers have commented on the narrow definition of diversity that 
excludes any domain other than race, ethnicity, or gender in multicultural education 
(Allison, et al., 1994; Biaggio, et al., 2003; Finkel, et al., 2003). Some researchers 
reported an increase in awareness and sensitivity to religious and spiritual issues among 
doctoral clinical psychology students after participating in a specialized workshop 
(Baich, 1999). However, the inclusion of alternative minority group membership as 
correlates to student reported changes after taking a multicultural course is even more 
difficult to find. Student affiliation with religious groups or spirituality as it relates to 
measures of multicultural competence has been severely neglected. Multicultural 
education researchers are increasingly gathering data on participant religious affiliation, 
but rarely report on participant religion outside of demographic information.   
Course Components  
Specific course content (including a broad definition of diversity) has been 
mentioned frequently by multicultural experts as an important factor in meeting 
multicultural criteria for training programs (Speight et al., 1995). With respect to the 
content and approach to multicultural training, research is sparse but growing. Berry 
(2005) reported that clinical psychology students’ perceptions of the helpfulness of 
course materials correlated positively with their self-ratings of multicultural competence. 
Qualitative reports from another study indicated that experiential activities, student 
presentations, and speakers were most often perceived as important to the class, with 
formally presented material by the professor, book, or other student research being the 
second most important factor in the class (Heppner & O’Brien, 1994). Additionally, these 
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participants reported that interpersonal interactions were qualitatively important to 
achieving desired change. Similarly, most students from a doctoral counseling program 
qualitatively indicated guest speakers (27%) as being important events in a multicultural 
therapy course, with videos (19%), class discussions (17%), lectures (12%), and activities 
(11%) comprising the rest of the frequently cited important events (Neville, et al., 1996). 
These same participants frequently rated guest speakers/panels (24%), class 
discussions/interactions (22%), and readings/films/lectures (19%) as contributing to 
desired change. However, Neville and colleagues’ study lumped several very different 
modalities into one category (e.g., combining readings, films and lectures), which may 
have resulted in misleading findings. Only 12 percent of students indicated that course 
content and structure were impeding their ability to make desired changes.  
Research approach 
Researchers have attempted to measure change among professional psychology 
students using both quantitative and qualitative methods. Although quantitative data 
continues to be the most consistently used method of data collection, it is becoming 
increasingly clear that qualitative data can enrich and even slightly alter the way in which 
quantitative data are interpreted. For example, Alcalde and Walsh-Bowers (1996) 
reported that quantitative measures of community psychology graduate students’ 
perceptions of school culture depicted their program more positively than did qualitative 
measures. Other researchers reported discrepancies between quantitative and qualitative 
data; specifically that many items marked frequently in quantitative data were not 
mentioned frequently in qualitative data (Speight et al., 1995). Additionally, some 
researchers have purported that quantitative data may overestimate the quantity and/or 
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quality of multicultural training received or the changes perceived as a result of 
multicultural training (Phillips & Fischer, 1998).  
Alternatively, Brooks and Kahn (1990) reported that, in a follow up interview to 
their evaluation of a course on gender and cultural issues, participants confirmed their 
positive quantitative findings, indicating that the course had helped to sensitize them to 
culturally democratic counseling issues as well as to increase their levels of awareness 
and positive attitudes toward men’s roles. Therefore, the use of both qualitative and 
quantitative data allows for a more complete and integrated understanding of 
multicultural training experiences and delineates more clearly the constructs being 
measured (Ponterotto, Rieger, Barrett, Harris, Sparks, & Sanchez, 1996). Use of both 
methods of data collection can also provide an important exercise in the validation of 
results.  
Statement of the Problem 
Pacific University’s School of Professional Psychology training directors have 
chosen to implement a required Human Diversity course in order to partially meet APA 
mandates for multicultural training. The course is designed to “present a framework for a 
psychology of human diversity, then consider philosophical and paradigmatic principles 
and applications to practice and research. Human diversity is defined broadly, to include 
sexual orientation, gender, race/ethnicity, age, disability, and other sources of diversity.” 
(Pacific University School of Professional Psychology, 2007). Although this course has 
been a part of required curriculum for several years, it is uncertain whether or not it is 
truly meeting its intended purpose to increase knowledge and awareness. While some 
faculty, administration, and even students may believe this course has been successful in 
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creating change, no thorough empirical investigation of the change in clinical psychology 
graduate students’ awareness and knowledge after taking this course has yet been 
undertaken. Additionally, researchers have called for systematic and accurate outcome 
evaluations of multicultural training for the field overall (Tori & Ducker, 2004), thereby 
warranting the study of the Human Diversity course. 
Purpose of the Study 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions and hypotheses:   
(1) Did students meet standards for reliable change in their self-reported 
knowledge and awareness of white privilege and working with diverse clients 
after taking the required Human Diversity course during Summer 2008? 
a. It was hypothesized that students would meet standards for reliable 
change in their self-reported knowledge and awareness of white 
privilege and working with diverse clients after taking the required 
Human Diversity course. 
(2) Did students meet standards for reliable change in their self-reported ethnic 
identity after taking the required Human Diversity course during Summer 
2008? 
a. The nature of this question is exploratory; therefore, no hypothesis was 
suggested. 
(3) Did student scores regarding knowledge and awareness of white privilege and 
working with diverse clients differ based on group membership in terms of 
gender, religion, ethnicity, and previous multicultural training? 
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a. It was hypothesized that females, ethnic majority students, non-
religious students, and those with previous multicultural training 
would report higher scores on knowledge and awareness of white 
privilege and working with diverse clients at posttest. 
(4) Were student assignments to small groups in the lab consistent with self-
reported Multicultural Awareness and Knowledge at Pretest? 
a. It was hypothesized that students would be placed in small groups 
commensurate with self-reported Multicultural Awareness and 
Knowledge at Pretest. 
(5) What are common themes in the experiences and perceptions of students 
enrolled in required diversity training in an APA-accredited Psy.D. program? 
a. The nature of these questions are exploratory in nature; therefore no 
hypotheses were suggested regarding the qualitative portion of this 
study. 
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METHOD 
Participants 
The target population was graduate students in Pacific University’s Psy.D. 
program enrolled in a required human diversity course (GPSY814) during Summer Term 
2008. Students excluded from the study included (1) students enrolled in the School of 
Professional Psychology’s Psy.D. program who were not enrolled in GPSY814 during 
the Summer Term 2008 and (2) any students who did not provide informed consent prior 
to the first survey administration. Of the 48 eligible participants, 46 (95.8%) participated 
in the pre-test, 43 (93.5%) participated in the post-test, and 33 (71.7%) participated in the 
interview. Due to incomplete or incorrect information in the quantitative surveys, seven 
students’ quantitative data were not included in the final data analysis. A total of 35 
(73%) students completed both the pre- and post-test information. Participant 
demographic information is included in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Demographics of Sample at Pretest (N=35) 
Characteristic     Frequency  % 
 
Age Range 
 22-26     18   51.1 
 27-31     10   28.6 
 32-39     5   14.3 
 40-50     1   2.9 
Year in Program 
 2nd year     31   88.6 
 4th year     1   2.9 
 Other     4   11.4 
Gender 
 Female     21   60 
 Male     14   40 
 Ethnicity 
 White, not of Hispanic Origin  32   91.4  
 Biracial     2   5.7 
 Other     1   2.9  
Sexual Orientation 
 Straight     33   94.3 
 Lesbian     1   2.9 
 Queer     1   2.9 
Religious/Spiritual Orientation      
 Non-Religious/Unaffiliated/None  10   28.6 
 Religious    8   22.9 
 Agnostic/Atheist    5/1   17.1 
Declined    4   11.4 
 Spiritual, not Religious   4   11.4 
Family of Origin SES 
 Lower Class/Poverty 1  2.9 
 Working Class    4   11.4 
 Middle Class    17   48.6 
 Upper Middle Class   12   34.3 
 Upper Class    2   5.7 
Hometown Residence 
 Rural     7   20 
 Urban     12   34.3 
 Suburban    15   42.9 
 Other     2   5.7 
Diversity Conference  
 Attended 1    21   60 
 Attended 0    14   40 
Diversity Supervision Experience 
 No     33   94.3 
 Yes     3   8.6 
Required Diversity Elective 
 Not yet taken    30   85.7 
 LGBT Issues    3   8.6 
 Cross-Cultural    2   5.7 
 “I don’t know”    1   2.9 
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Description of the Course 
 The Human Diversity course is required for all students in Pacific University’s 
School of Professional Psychology. It is offered once per year during summer term, 
usually taken during doctoral students’ second year and advanced standing students’ (i.e., 
students entering the program with a master’s) second year. The course is comprised of a 
three and a half hour class and a three and a half hour lab each week for 12 weeks, 
resulting in a total of 84 hours of human diversity training. Students attend an assigned 
volunteer site within the community four weeks (approximately 14 hours) out of the 12 
weeks during the semester, substituting the volunteer hours for their lab time during those 
four weeks.  
During the term this study was conducted, the class was divided into two sections 
with 25 students in each section and two different faculty instructors. The class 
instructors collaborated before and during the term regarding their teaching approach and 
material for the course. Both classes used the same syllabus (See Appendix A) and 
frequently met as joint classes to watch videos and listen to guest speakers. All students 
from both class sections met together for discussions, experiential activities, and videos. 
During the lab, students met together and were also assigned to one of three small 
discussion groups led by a teaching assistant. Lab also included discussion, experiential 
activities, and videos and was focused on four primary topics: race, socioeconomic status, 
sexual orientation, and gender. 
Measures 
Both at pre- and post-test, participants completed a packet, including a 
demographic questionnaire, a course components questionnaire, the Multicultural 
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Counseling Knowledge and Awareness Scale (Ponterotto, Gretchen, Utsey, Riger, & 
Austin, 2002), the White Privilege Awareness Scale (J. Penterits, personal 
communication, April 25, 2007), and the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Phinney, 
1992). 
Demographic questionnaire. This measure is an 11-item self-report questionnaire. 
This questionnaire is intended to gather demographic information that will be helpful in 
the data analysis, such as age, gender, previous participation in diversity courses or 
conferences, etc. The principal researchers created this questionnaire for the purposes of 
this study, therefore it is not a standardized measure and it has not been published. No 
validity or reliability data were available for this measure (see Appendix B).   
Course components questionnaire. This is a 73-item self-report questionnaire. 
This questionnaire is intended to quantify the degree to which participants believe that 
specific course components were helpful or unhelpful. Responses to this questionnaire 
will be helpful in determining the utility of specific modes of communicating information 
as well as of specific course components (e.g., videos, class activities, specific professors 
or lab teaching assistants). This questionnaire was given only at post-test because 
students had not experienced the course components at pre-test. Questions are answered 
on a five-point Likert type scale from 1 (not helpful at all) to 5 (very helpful) with two 
additional response options including I don’t remember or absent. One question is 
nominal in nature and four are open ended. A fellow student and researcher developed 
this questionnaire for the purpose of this study; therefore it is has not been standardized 
or published. No validity or reliability data were available for this measure (see Appendix 
C). In the present study, the reliability coefficient at posttest was .89. 
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Multicultural Counseling Knowledge and Awareness Scale (MCKAS). This is a 
32-item self-report measure consisting of two subscales: Knowledge and Awareness 
(Ponterotto et al., 2002). The 20 Knowledge subscale items are worded positively and are 
therefore positively scored. The 12 Awareness subscale items are negatively worded and 
are therefore reverse scored. This measure was created to assess participants’ perceptions 
of their knowledge and skills related to intervention with clients from diverse 
backgrounds as well as awareness of their cultural worldviews and accompanying biases. 
Questions are answered on a seven-point Likert type scale from 1 (not at all true) to 7 
(totally true). This measure is appropriate for use with adults and has been administered 
to graduate students, pre-doctoral interns, seasoned counselors, and national multicultural 
counseling experts (Ponterotto & Potere, 2003). Coefficient alphas for the MCKAS 
subscales range from .78 to .93. and test-retest reliability has been established at .70 for 
the Knowledge subscale and at .73 for the Awareness subscale (see Appendix D). In the 
present study, the reliability coefficient at pretest for the MCKAS full scale was .89, for 
the Awareness subscale was .77, and for the Knowledge subscale was .71. The reliability 
coefficient at posttest for the MCKAS full scale was .87, for the Awareness subscale was 
.90, and for the Knowledge subscale was .87. Content validity was established by 
graduate student focus groups, independent card sorting procedures, and multicultural 
expert ratings (Ponterotto et al., 1996).  
The Knowledge subscale has significant concurrent validity with the Multicultural 
Counseling Inventory (MCI) Knowledge, Skill, and Awareness subscales, the Cross 
Cultural Counseling Inventory-Revised, and the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure 
(MEIM) Ethnic Identity (EI) subscale (Ponterotto et al.; Ponterotto & Potere). The 
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Awareness subscale has significant concurrent validity with the Multicultural Counseling 
Awareness, Knowledge, and Skills Survey (MAKSS) as well as the MCI Counseling 
Relationship subscale, which measures one’s comfort working with culturally diverse 
clients. The Awareness subscale has been demonstrated to be related to the Other Group 
Orientation subscale of the MEIM, although this finding has not been significant.  
White Privilege Awareness Scale (WPAS). This is an 81-item self-report measure 
created to assess participants’ perceptions of their awareness of White Privilege 
(Pinterits, Poteat, & Spanierman, 2009). This measure has four subscales: Willingness to 
Confront White Privilege, Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege, White 
Privilege Awareness, and White Privilege Remorse. The Willingness to Confront White 
Privilege subscale reflects a behavioral dimension to white privilege attitudes, the White 
Privilege Awareness subscale reflects a cognitive dimension to white privilege attitudes, 
the White Privilege Remorse subscale reflects an affective dimension to white privilege 
attitudes, and the Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege reflects a mixture of 
both affective and behavioral dimensions of white privilege attitudes. Questions are 
answered on a six-point Likert type scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 
agree). Coefficient alphas for the WPAS subscales range from .81 to .91. Test-retest 
reliability coefficients for each subscale have been established at .83 for Willingness to 
Confront White Privilege, .70 for Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege, .87 
for White Privilege Awareness, and .78 for White Privilege Remorse. In the present 
study, the pretest reliability coefficient for the WPAS was .92, for the Willingness to 
Confront White Privilege subscale was .93, for the Anticipated Costs of Addressing 
White Privilege subscale was .76, for the White Privilege Remorse subscale was .93, and 
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for the White Privilege Awareness subscale was .80. The reliability coefficient at posttest 
for the WPAS was .76, for the Willingness to Confront White Privilege subscale was .92, 
for the Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege subscale was .85, for the White 
Privilege Remorse subscale was .95, and for the White Privilege Awareness subscale was 
.85.The Willingness to Confront White Privilege, White Privilege Awareness, and White 
Privilege Remorse subscales have been negatively correlated with several theoretically 
divergent measures, including the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS), the 
Modern Racism Scale (MRS), and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). The 
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege subscale was not associated with the 
MRS or SDO. The Confronting White Privilege, White Privilege Awareness, and the 
White Privilege Remorse subscales have strong concurrent validity with measures of 
white empathy and guilt and the Confronting White Privilege and the White Privilege 
Remorse subscales have weak concurrent validity with measures of white fear (see 
Appendix E). 
 Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM), Ethnic Identity subscale. This is a 
22-item self-report measure consisting of one subscale, Ethnic Identity (EI) (Phinney, 
1992; Ponterotto, Gretchen, Utsey, Stracuzzi, & Saya, 2003). A second subscale was 
included in the original version of this measure, the Other-group Orientation (OGO); 
however, for the questions related to the present study, the second subscale was not 
required. This questionnaire is intended to measure identification and involvement with 
respondent’s ethnic group (EI). Questions are answered based on a four point Likert scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).The MEIM is appropriate for use with 
adolescents and adults. Avery et al. (2008) have suggested that White, Hispanic, African 
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American, and Asian American adults most likely respond to the MEIM using similar 
conceptual frames. Coefficient alphas for the MEIM range from .81 to .92 (see Appendix 
F). In the present study, coefficient alpha for the MEIM Ethnic Identity subscale at 
pretest was .85, at posttest was .85, and the test-retest reliability coefficient was .72. The 
EI subscale has strong concurrent validity with other measures of ethnic self-concept, 
self-esteem, multicultural orientation/worldview, and racial identity development. Most 
questions are answered on a four-point Likert type scale from “strongly disagree” to 
“strongly agree,” although some questions are nominal in nature.  
 Qualitative interview. This is a nine-item semi-structured interview intended to 
ascertain participant perceptions of the overall quality of the course, specific components 
of the course that were either beneficial or not beneficial, atmosphere of the classroom 
regarding feelings of comfort and perceived safety with the topic, and suggestions for 
course improvement. Prior to the conduction of this study, one of the principal 
researchers met with faculty teaching the Human Diversity course to ascertain areas of 
curiosity and potentially helpful interview questions for the qualitative portion of this 
study. These questions were refined and adapted for administration in the current study 
(see Appendix G).  
Research Design and Procedures 
Prior to beginning data collection, the principal investigators visited both sections 
of the class during its regular meeting time to provide a brief description of the research 
project and its purpose. Questionnaires were assembled using a counterbalanced method, 
so that the order of the presentation of measures was varied in all packets. The 
investigators collected pre-test questionnaire data before the first class began in the 
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assigned classroom for the course in a group setting. At this time, students were provided 
with a sticker with a three digit participant ID on it. Participants were asked to attach this 
sticker in a location where they would remember it and to use only this ID number to 
identify themselves on the questionnaires and during interviews. A master list of ID 
numbers and participants was kept by one of two principal investigators in the case that a 
participant could not remember her or his ID at post-test or during the interview. In the 
case that an ID number was lost, participants were asked to email the principal 
investigators to receive their number electronically so as to maintain as much 
confidentiality as possible. This master list was kept double locked and was destroyed 
after completion of data analysis. Post-test questionnaire data was collected before the 
last class began and after all instruction had been completed. After completion of post-
test questionnaires, students were given the opportunity to sign up for an interview with 
one of the principal investigators or with a qualified research assistant. One of the 
principal investigators (the author) conducted qualitative interviews during the month 
following the termination of the course. Interviews were conducted individually at the 
participant’s convenience at one of the two School of Professional Psychology campuses. 
Each participant was interviewed once and interviews ranged in length from 15 to 45 
minutes.  
Quantitative data was separated from identifying information and entered into 
SPPS. Hard copies of the questionnaires and signed informed consent forms were then 
kept in a double locked office at the School of Professional Psychology Portland campus. 
Electronic copies were kept on a password protected flash drive in a locked box for 
transportation from the Portland campus to the principal investigator’s home computer, 
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where it was securely saved. Quantitative data was analyzed by the principal investigator 
at the Portland campus. 
Qualitative interviews were audio taped on a digital recorder and transported in a 
locked box to the home of the principal investigator where they were transcribed by the 
principal investigator. All identifying information was removed and coded using a master 
coding sheet. The master coding sheet and hard copies of the interviews were kept 
securely in the principal investigator’s home. Electronic copies of the de-identified 
interviews and the master coding sheet were kept on the principal investigator’s home 
computer and deleted after analyses were completed. Hard copies of de-identified 
interviews were used by the principal investigator and two qualified research assistants 
for analysis and were transferred using a locked box. Because the dissertation chair and 
reader for this project were also two of the teachers for the course, interviews were not 
read in their entirety by the dissertation chair or reader to maintain participant 
confidentiality. Students entered into a drawing for a $25 gift card if they completed pre- 
and post-test questionnaires as well as the interview. 
Data Analysis 
Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS for paired samples and independent, 
two-tailed t-tests. Qualitative data were coded for themes using primarily a 
phenomenological approach and then qualitatively compared to results obtained from 
quantitative data in a two phase, triangulation approach to connect both sources of 
information (Clark et al., 2008; Gelo,, Braakmann, & Benetka, 2008; Joffres & 
Rockwood, 2006). Phenomenological qualitative research is based on describing what 
participant responses have in common after having experienced a similar phenomenon 
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(e.g., a course or a specific feeling) (Creswell, Hanson, Clark, & Morales, 2007; Joffres 
& Rockwood). This approach to qualitative analysis is consistent with the purpose of this 
study, which is to obtain general reactions to a specific phenomenon (the Human 
Diversity Course) to describe the essence of participants’ experiences. Responses were 
grouped into domains (major topics or themes) and then into core ideas (response 
summaries that capture the meaning or essence of themes) based on recommendations by 
Hill and colleagues (2005). Finally, a cross-analysis was conducted to link common core 
ideas between interviews. The data transformation model (Gelo et al.) was used to 
quantify theme occurrence into percentages based on the number of participants whose 
responses contributed to the theme development, which were then compared to 
quantitative feedback provided on the CCQ. Both sets of information were collected 
separately, analyzed separately, and then compared and related to identify confirmatory 
and disconfirmatory information, and overall comparisons interpreted.
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RESULTS 
Descriptive Analyses 
Results of the questionnaire-based data and the interviews were analyzed 
independently, then compared qualitatively for consistency between types of data 
collected. Descriptive statistics for the pretest and posttest quantitative study variables are 
reported in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.  
Table 2 
Descriptives of Variables at Pretest (N=35) 
Variable      M SD SEM Min. Max.  
Confronting White Privilege   50.71 11.42 1.93 30 70   
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege 13.09 4.72 0.80 6 24 
White Privilege Awareness   19.57 3.54 0.60 11 24  
White Privilege Remorse    16.74 7.27 1.23 6 36 
MCKAS Knowledge subscale   95.26 16.79 2.84 58 132 
MCKAS Awareness subscale   73.94 6.62 1.12 53 83 
MEIM EI subscale    2.87 0.52 0.09 1.5 3.83 
 
 
Table 3 
Descriptives of Variables at Posttest (N=35) 
Variable      M SD SEM Min. Max.  
Confronting White Privilege   52.83 10.73 1.81 31 71  
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege 15.20 5.67 0.96 6 29  
White Privilege Awareness   20.66 2.90 0.49 12 24  
White Privilege Remorse    16.57 7.74 1.31 6 36  
MCKAS Knowledge subscale   109.20 13.09 2.21 84 138  
MCKAS Awareness subscale   74.71 6.02 1.02 62 84 
MEIM EI subscale    2.93 0.51 0.08 2 4  
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Paired Sample T-Tests 
Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to evaluate the impact of enrollment in the 
Human Diversity course during Summer 2008 on participants’ scores on the MCKAS, 
WPAS and MEIM from pretest to posttest. There was a statistically significant increase 
in the WPAS subscale Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege from pretest (M 
= 13.09, SD = 4.72) to posttest [M = 15.20, SD = 5.67, t(34) = -3.05, p < .01]. The eta 
squared statistic (.40) indicated a medium effect size and the correlation between pre- and 
posttest was 0.66, p < .001. There was a statistically significant increase in the WPAS 
subscale White Privilege Awareness from pretest (M = 19.57, SD = 3.54) to posttest [M 
= 20.66, SD = 2.90, t(34) = -2.43, p < .05]. The eta squared statistic (.34) indicated a 
medium effect size and the correlation between pre- and posttest was 0.68, p < .001. 
There was no statistically significant difference between WPAS subscale White Privilege 
Remorse from pretest (M = 16.74, SD = 7.27) to posttest [M = 16.57, SD = 7.74, t(34) = 
0.22, p > .05] or between the WPAS subscale Willingness to Confront White Privilege 
from pretest (M = 50.71, SD = 11.42) to posttest [M = 52.83, SD = 10.73, t(34) = -1.57, p 
> .05]. There was a statistically significant increase in MCKAS Knowledge subscale 
scores from pretest (M = 95.26, SD = 16.79) to posttest [M = 109.20, SD = 13.09, t(34) = 
-5.15, p < .001]. The eta squared statistic (.93) indicated a large effect size. There was no 
statistically significant difference in MCKAS Awareness subscale scores from pretest (M 
= 73.94, SD = 6.62) to posttest [M = 74.71, SD = 6.02, t(34) = -0.81, p > .05]. There was 
no statistically significant difference in MEIM Ethnic Identity subscale scores from 
pretest (M = 2.87, SD = 0.52) to posttest [M = 2.93, SD = 0.51, t(34) = -0.93, p > .05]. 
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Independent T-Tests 
Several independent t-tests were conducted in order to determine the relationship 
between certain independent variables based on group membership including gender, 
religious identification, ethnicity, and having previous training or supervision related to 
multicultural or human diversity issues. Group statistics related to ethnicity, gender, 
previous human diversity training, and religion are presented in Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7, 
respectively. Ethnicity was broken into two groups to include those who identified as 
Caucasian or White and those who identified as an ethnic minority (including those with 
mixed ethnicities). Gender was differentiated between males and females as no 
participants reported belonging to alternative categories. For the purposes of having the 
most equal comparison groups possible, previous human diversity training was broken 
into two groups to include those who had attended one program sponsored Diversity Day 
conference or taken a diversity elective offered through the program compared to those 
who had neither experience. Finally, for the purposes of having adequate group sizes for 
comparison, religious identification was compiled into two groups to include either those 
who reported being atheist or having no spiritual ties and those who endorsed being 
agnostic, spiritual but not religious, or having a specific religion they identify with. 
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Table 4 
Descriptives of Subscale Scores at Posttest Divided by Ethnicity 
Variable      Ethnicity N M SD SEM  
Ethnic Identity      Majority  31 34.77 6.24 1.12 
      Minority 4 38.25 5.38 2.69 
Willingness to Confront White Privilege  Majority  31 52.52 11.19 2.01 
      Minority 4 55.25 6.65 3.33 
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege Majority  31 15.52 5.81 1.04 
      Minority 4 12.75 4.27 2.14 
White Privilege Awareness   Majority  31 20.71 2.84 0.51 
      Minority 4 20.25 3.78 1.89 
White Privilege Remorse    Majority  31 16.81 7.92 1.42 
      Minority 4 14.75 6.90 3.45 
Multicultural Knowledge    Majority  31 109.06 13.60 2.44 
      Minority 4 110.25 9.54 4.77 
Multicultural Awareness    Majority  31 74.71 5.69 1.02 
      Minority 4 74.75 9.29 4.64 
 
 
Levene’s test of variance indicated that equal variance can be assumed on all 
comparisons between those who identified as ethnic minorities and those who did not. 
There were no significant differences between these groups on any independent variable 
measures.  
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Table 5 
 
Descriptives of Subscale Scores at Posttest Divided by Gender 
Variable      Gender  N M SD SEM 
  
Ethnic Identity      Female  21 34.48 6.40 1.40 
      Male  14 36.21 5.90 1.58 
Willingness to Confront White Privilege  Female  21 55.43 10.65 2.32 
      Male  14 48.93 9.97 2.67 
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege Female  21 15.29 5.56 1.21 
      Male  14 15.07 6.04 1.62 
White Privilege Awareness   Female  21 21.38 2.60 0.57 
      Male  14 19.57 3.08 0.82 
White Privilege Remorse    Female  21 19.62 7.79 1.70 
      Male  14 12.00 5.10 1.37 
Multicultural Knowledge    Female  21 113.43 13.08 2.85 
      Male  14 102.86 10.63 2.84 
Multicultural Awareness    Female  21 77.24 4.47 0.98 
      Male  14 70.93 6.18 1.65 
 
 
Levene’s test of variance indicated that equal variances were assumed on all 
comparisons between males and females. Females scored significantly higher than males 
on White Privilege Remorse at posttest [t(33) = 3.22, p < .01, Mean Difference = 7.62], 
Multicultural Knowledge at posttest [t(33) = 2.52, p < .05, Mean Difference = 10.57], and 
Multicultural Awareness at posttest [t(33) = 3.51, p < .01, Mean Difference = 6.31]. No 
significant differences were discovered between males’ and females’ scores on other 
independent variables. 
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Table 6 
Descriptives of Subscale Scores at Posttest Divided by Previous Human Diversity Training 
Variable      Previous Train. N M SD SEM  
Ethnic Identity      Yes  22 35.09 6.80 1.45 
      No  13 35.31 5.20 1.44 
Willingness to Confront White Privilege  Yes  22 53.32 9.12 1.94 
      No  13 52.00 13.41 3.72 
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege Yes  22 14.05 4.64 0.99 
      No  13 17.15 6.84 1.90 
White Privilege Awareness   Yes  22 20.32 3.40 0.73 
      No  13 21.23 1.74 0.48 
White Privilege Remorse    Yes  22 15.59 6.61 1.41 
      No  13 18.23 9.42 2.61 
Multicultural Knowledge    Yes  22 108.86 12.88 2.75 
      No  13 109.77 13.95 3.87 
Multicultural Awareness    Yes  22 75.55 6.08 1.30 
      No  13 73.31 5.88 1.63 
 
 
 Levene’s test of variance indicated that equal variance can be assumed on all 
comparisons between those who had previous human diversity training and those who 
had none. There were no significant differences between these groups on any 
independent variable measures.    
 
Table 7 
Descriptives of Subscale Scores at Posttest Divided by Religion 
Variable      Religion  N M SD SEM  
Ethnic Identity      Non-religious 14 33.36 6.12 1.64 
      Religious 17 36.06 5.65 1.37 
Willingness to Confront White Privilege  Non-religious 14 52.29 10.93 2.92 
      Religious 17 51.47 11.13 2.70 
Anticipated Costs of Addressing White Privilege Non-religious 14 16.29 6.07 1.62 
      Religious 17 14.47 6.03 1.46 
White Privilege Awareness   Non-religious 14 20.00 3.06 0.82 
      Religious 17 20.94 2.93 0.71 
White Privilege Remorse    Non-religious 14 17.00 7.79 2.08 
      Religious 17 15.94 7.77 1.88 
Multicultural Knowledge    Non-religious  14 108.00 14.07 3.76 
      Religious 17 110.88 11.55 2.80 
Multicultural Awareness    Non-religious 14 73.79 7.11 1.90 
      Religious 17 75.41 5.81 1.41 
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 Levene’s test of variance indicated that equal variance can be assumed on all 
comparisons between those who identified as religious or spiritual in some way and those 
who identified as atheist or non-spiritual in any way. There were no significant 
differences between these groups on any independent variable measures. 
Course Component Responses 
 Participant responses to the course component questionnaire are reported in 
Tables 8 and 9, respectively, for the purposes of comparison with qualitative interview 
responses.  
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Table 8 
 
Mean Values Reported for Class Course Components at Posttest 
Course Component    Category* M SD      IDR(n)    Absent(n)  
Sexual Orientation     GS 5.03 0.95 2 2 
Mental Health: Culture, Race, And Ethnicity   RR 5.03 1.34 17 2 
Religion: Judaism     GS 5.00 0.73 0 3 
Indigenous Heritage     GS 4.97 0.89 3 1 
Multiple Minority Individuals    RR 4.79 1.49 7 0 
Religion: Islam      GS 4.74 0.74 0 1 
The Environment of Childhood Poverty   RR 4.71 1.06 10 0 
The Color of Fear     VID 4.69 1.13 1 2 
A White Man’s Perspective    RR 4.68 1.07 12 0 
Acculturation, Ethnic Identity, and Acculturative Stress RR 4.59 1.37 15 0 
People Like Us      VID 4.54 1.50 12 0 
Guidelines for Psychological Practice with Older Adults RR 4.53 1.13 8 0 
Guidelines for Psychotherapy with LGB Clients  RR 4.53 0.90 1 4 
Operationalization of the Multicultural Counseling…  RR 4.50 1.33 10 0 
Gender       GS 4.49 1.31 1 4 
Guidelines on Multicultural Education, Training, Research… RR 4.47 1.19 8 0 
Models of Disability     RR 4.42 1.28 9 0 
Multidimensional Facets of Cultural Competence  RR 4.41 1.02 6 0 
Sunset Story      VID 4.40 1.50 9 0 
Sexual Orientation     LT 4.40 1.24 2 2 
The New Americans     VID 4.40 1.48 9 1 
Practical Guidelines for Counseling Students with Disabilities RR 4.24 1.21 6 0 
Privilege      LT 4.23 1.09 0 0 
Indigenous Heritage     LT 4.20 1.32 3 1 
Cultural Self-Assessment     LT 4.17 0.95 1 0 
Gender       LT 4.11 1.59 6 1 
Religion       LT 4.09 1.15 0 1 
Introductions with ADDRESSING model   EA 4.06 1.26 6 0 
One Survivor Remembers     VID 4.06 1.43 2 1 
Multiple Minorities     LT 4.06 1.43 7 0 
Cultural Competency     LT 4.03 1.10 2 0 
Ethnicity      LT 4.00 1.11 2 0 
Socioeconomic Status     LT 4.00 1.14 1 0 
Interview Assignment     ASST 3.91 1.22 0 0 
Professor II      INST 3.91 1.11 0 0 
Nationality       LT 3.91 1.48 8 0 
Starting Small      VID 3.89 1.51 7 0 
Culturally Competent Assessment and Diagnosis  LT 3.77 1.33 1 0 
Diversity Case Presentation    ASST 3.77 1.11 0 0 
Age and Disability     LT 3.69 1.08 1 0 
Role Play of Initial Interview with Diverse Client  EA 3.54 1.48 4 0 
Treatment Modification     ASST 3.37 1.24 0 0 
Professor I      INST 3.33 1.27 0 0 
Real Women Have Curves     VID 2.91 1.56 1 0 
Counseling Across Cultures    RR 2.71 1.55 2 0 
Reaction Papers      ASST 2.51 1.22 0 0 
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Table 9 
 
Mean Values Reported for Lab Course Components at Posttest 
Course Component    Category* M SD      IDR(n)    Absent(n)  
The Mirror of Privilege     VID 5.00 1.46 19 1 
The Two Towns of Jasper     VID 4.91 1.46 16 2 
Why Are All the Black Kids Sitting Together in the Cafeteria RR 4.91 1.10 7 2 
Daughter from Danang     VID 4.68 1.07 6 0 
A Bound Man      RR 4.54 1.25 5 1 
Sexual Orientation     DT 4.49 0.89 2 0 
Socioeconomic Status     DT 4.43 1.17 1 2 
Holding Hands      EA 4.34 0.97 0 0 
Professor IV      INST 4.29 0.79 0 0 
Exploring Familiarity and Biases    EA 4.29 1.17 6 0 
30 Days       VID 4.26 1.27 1 1 
Community Site Placement    IE 4.26 1.01 0 0 
Teaching Assistant I     TA 4.21 0.65 1 0 
Race/Ethnicity      DT 4.17 1.01 0 0 
Step Forward/Step Back     EA 3.97 1.32 1 1 
Professor III      INST 3.86 1.14 0 0 
Teaching Assistant II     TA 3.63 0.96 0 0 
Teaching Assistant III     TA 3.44 1.08 1 0 
Film Clip on the Implicit Association Test   VID 3.40 1.75 0 0 
Implicit Association Test: Race    EA 3.26 1.25 0 0 
Implicit Association Test: Age    EA 3.23 1.29 0 0 
Implicit Association Test: Gender    EA 3.20 1.26 0 0 
 
*Codes used for class and lab course components are as follows: GS = Guest Speaker,  
RR = Required Reading, LT = Lecture Topic, VID = Video, EA = Experiential Activity,  
ASST = Assignment, INST = Instructor, DT = Discussion Topic, IE = Immersion Experience,  
TA = Teaching Assistant 
 
The five course activities rated as most helpful at posttest were: the guest speaker 
on sexual orientation (M = 5.03, SD = .95); the required reading on the impact of culture, 
race, and ethnicity on mental health (M = 5.03, SD = 1.34); the guest speaker on Judaism 
(M = 5.00, SD = .73); the guest speaker on indigenous heritage (M = 4.97, SD = .89); and 
the required reading on multiple minority individuals (M = 4.79, SD = 1.49). The five lab 
activities rated as the most helpful at posttest were: the video on privilege (M = 5.00, SD 
= 1.46); the video on Black and White race relations in Texas (M = 4.91, SD = 1.46); the 
required reading on racial identity development (M = 4.91, SD = 1.10); the video on 
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acculturation (M = 4.68, SD = 1.07); and the required reading on race and the recent 
presidential campaign (M = 4.54, SD = 1.25). 
Small Group Assignments 
 Lab instructors and teaching assistants assigned students to small discussion 
groups within the lab based on instructors’ perceptions of students’ knowledge, 
awareness, and ability to reflect on topics related to human diversity. In order to make 
comparisons between instructors’ perceptions of students and students’ perceptions of 
their own multicultural knowledge and awareness, participants were assigned to three 
groups (low, moderate, and high) based on their pretest scores on the MCKAS 
Knowledge and Awareness subscales, both when averaged together and independently. 
Participants who provided an interview were also asked to reveal their teaching assistant, 
thereby indicating which group they had been placed in by their instructors for the lab. A 
total of 28 participants (80%) provided information about the small group to which they 
were assigned. 
 Comparisons between instructors’ perceptions of student multicultural awareness 
and knowledge based upon small group assignment differed greatly from participants’ 
perceptions of their personal multicultural knowledge and awareness. Only three (11%) 
participants’ self-reports of multicultural knowledge and awareness matched their small 
group assignment identically. Alternatively, 14 (50%) participants’ self-reports of either 
multicultural knowledge or awareness matched their small group assignment identically. 
Five (18%) participants’ self-reports of multicultural knowledge and awareness were 
higher (either moderate or high) compared to instructor’s small group assignments (either 
low or moderate) and five (18%) were lower. When considering participant reports of 
 
 
 
40 
multicultural awareness separately, ten (36%) participants’ scores matched their small 
group assignment identically whereas 11 (39%) participants’ scores were higher and 
seven (25%) participants’ scores were lower than their small group assignment. When 
considering participant reports of multicultural knowledge separately, ten (36%) 
participants’ scores matched identically, ten (36%) participants’ scores were higher, and 
seven (25%) participants’ scores were lower than their group assignment.  
Qualitative Results 
A total of 33 interviews were conducted; 29 of those interviews had complete 
quantitative data and were therefore coded for the qualitative portion of this study. 
Qualitative analyses yielded a number of important themes across individual questions 
and across interviews in general. Because analyses were exploratory in nature, themes 
were developed based on the number of individuals who expressed similar ideas and 
attempts were made to reflect participant language as accurately as possible.  
Expectations of the course 
The first question had two parts: the first part related to individual expectations of 
the course and the second part related to how students’ expectations matched their 
experience in the course. In response to the first part of question one, 48% of participants 
expected to learn about different groups of people. These expectations were not defined 
as to what kind of groups participants expected to learn about (e.g., ethnic groups), 
although participants indicated that they expected both depth and breadth of information. 
Forty one percent of participants expected to learn more about personal as well as 
commonly held biases and opinions among classmates and the broader culture. However, 
only about half of the respondents who reported expecting to learn about biases also 
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reported expecting to be challenged to confront or change those biases. For example, one 
participant indicated hearing from students who had already taken the course about the 
nature of the course: 
I heard a lot of students talk about the course and how it was challenging as far as 
kind of confronting some of your own, um, perceptions, stereotypes, prejudices, 
and so on of just groups different from ourselves…so I knew that there would be 
a lot of discussion as far as like challenging some of the like Caucasian kind of 
stereotypes and that sort of thing. 
 
In contrast, 31% of participants denied having expectations or expected they 
would not learn much more than what was already presented in the required readings for 
the course. Twenty-eight percent of participants expected that what they would learn 
throughout the course would be clinically relevant and would help prepare them for 
working with clients. For example, some expected to learn specific treatment models for 
working with diverse clients. Others, however, expected to learn culturally specific 
information that would help them modify or focus interventions to specific clients. One 
student reported having “expectations that it would be clinically relevant and that I would 
learn about different cultures in order to apply it to my clinical work.” 
Finally, 21% of participants expected that the course would be emotionally 
provoking in some way. Others reported a general sense of fear regarding the course, 
especially the lab component of the course, that has also been passed down from those 
who have taken the course previously. For example, one participant reported “There have 
been some rumors passed down through the different cohorts to the effect of the class is 
very thought provoking but also provoking emotionally and that…everyone will cry at 
some point.”  
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In response to the second part of question one, 58% of participants reported that 
the course or parts of the course met or surpassed their expectations. Some participants 
reported that expectations related to the material that would be covered were met while 
others indicated that expectations related to increased self-awareness were met, as the 
following quote illustrates: 
As far as my own personal expectations that I was mentioning as far as like 
expecting to grow and that sort of thing, I gained a lot more self-awareness than I 
expected about the way that I think about other groups and the automatic, kind of, 
responses I have when, when talking to groups different than myself. 
 
Interestingly, however, 14% of participants who endorsed having their 
expectations met or surpassed also reported that the course met expectations because they 
did not have many to begin with. 
In contrast, 45% of participants reported that the course did not meet expectations 
at all or did not meet expectations well. Thirty one percent of participants stated that the 
material presented was basic, lacked depth or specificity, or had often already been 
presented in undergraduate courses or other graduate courses. Others reported a lack of 
integration of material that made the experience seem chaotic and disorganized. 
…it was very, um, what’s the word I’m looking for, but separate I guess, there 
wasn’t like an overarching theme or kind of an overarching goal, it wasn’t very 
integrated, the material. And I realized that part, um… was disappointing. 
 
The ideal student 
The second question concerned participants’ perceptions of the ideal student for 
the Human Diversity course and who the course is intended for. Fifty nine percent of 
participants reported the course was intended for someone from the majority culture with 
little to no exposure or training with diverse populations. One participant referred to 
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students who rely on the media to develop their ideas about groups different from 
themselves: 
Somebody whose maybe never left the country or met anyone of a race or 
ethnicity different from themselves. Maybe someone who watches TV and that’s 
their idea of…maybe somebody who has a very popular culture idea of how 
people work and…of how different ethnicities exist in the world. It seems like 
the, the course kept it at very like generalities. 
 
In contrast, 31% of participants reported the course was intended for everyone. 
For example, one participant referred to fundamental needs and opportunities to learn 
from peers the course attends to. 
So regardless of what you bring to the course, it should fit your needs basically. 
Because you don’t know from the course experience of learning what other 
people’s experiences are you don’t know what people bring to the table. Um, even 
if we all look homogeneous, even if we all look the same and such, we all come 
from different backgrounds. 
 
Another participant implied that biases make this course suitable for everyone, 
stating “I think people, I think all of us really are just too unaware of any biases that we 
have because we all have them. And stereotypes maybe we hold or things…it’s really 
ideal for anyone.” Alternatively, 21% of participants reported the ideal student for the 
course is a willing, open, and flexible person. 
Instructor comfort and openness 
The third question related to participants’ perceptions of their instructors’ levels 
of comfort and openness in addressing issues of diversity throughout the course. As the 
course consisted of a class with one of two possible instructors as well as a lab with two 
co-instructors and one of three teaching assistants, each participant answered this 
question for three instructors and their teaching assistant. Percentages were calculated 
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based on the number of participants who answered the question for each individual 
instructor.  
For class Professor I, a total of 16 participants provided a response to this 
question. Fifty percent of participants reported that Professor I was very comfortable and 
very open whereas 31% of participants reported that Professor I was comfortable and 
open. One student reported that this comfort and openness was created by Professor I’s 
willingness to allow conversation to flow in any direction while still leading discussion as 
well as the willingness to share personal stories. 
I think Professor I did, was always open to feedback and comfortable leading and 
participating in the discussion regardless of which direction it headed or what the 
cultural, you know what was under consideration. Um, so I was definitely 
impressed with her, you know, willingness to…step forward with her own stories 
and experiences and things along those lines. 
 
Additionally, 31% of participants reported that Professor I did not challenge 
students to discuss issues in an intense way but that Professor I also created a 
comfortable, safe environment with a nurturing approach to teaching.  
In the class I thought the instructor was very aware of some of the fears that the 
students had going into the class therefore chose not to really press anybody and I 
found that was actually a major weakness to be honest with you. 
 
Alternatively, 19% of participants reported that Professor I was not comfortable 
with the material, which was reportedly partially based on Professor I’s presentation of 
information. 
She’s definitely not very comfortable with the material and that can be seen 
through which lectures she focuses on, which she doesn’t…when we would have 
a lecture you could tell that she was, like for example when we had the gender 
lecture she was very interested in that and you could tell there was a lot of 
information so I think she felt very comfortable because how she falls within that 
diversity topic and then when we talked about…some other diversity issue and 
there’s very little information on the slides and a lot of it was discussion. 
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For class Professor II, a total of 16 participants provided a response to this 
question. Fifty six percent of participants reported that Professor II was “pretty open” or 
“pretty comfortable” whereas 48% of participants reported that Professor II was 
comfortable or very comfortable and open. Several participants reported Professor II had 
a direct and honest approach to expressing the limits of her own knowledge. One 
participant reported “She seemed really comfortable with whatever you want to ask [her 
she’ll] at least, if she didn’t know she’d just say ‘I don’t know.’ So I respect that a lot, so 
she seemed open and comfortable.”  
Thirty-seven percent of participants reported that Professor II cut discussions off 
or did not provide enough time for discussion despite students’ desires to process 
information during class. Half of these participants reported the lack of discussion time 
was a function of time. One participant stated “…it was unfortunate because the class 
was just so packed full of stuff that she didn’t really get a chance, we didn’t get a lot of 
opportunities for discussion with her.” 
Alternatively, half reported the lack of discussion time was likely due to Professor 
II’s discomfort with allowing discussion time for students to process reactions to 
material. 
I just don’t think she was comfortable exploring issues with other people. Um, or 
processing things, putting things more on a different level other than just like 
here’s the facts. Um, here’s a video, here’s a presenter. Um, she avoided all of 
that so I’m assuming that there’s some discomfort there. 
 
For lab Professor III, all 29 participants responded to this question. Fifty five 
percent of participants reported that Professor III was very open and very comfortable 
and 14 % of participants reported Professor III seemed open and comfortable. One 
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participant indicated that Professor III had experience and a personality style that 
contributed to her level of comfort. 
Professor III’s had a lot of experience in her life that lends to her appreciation of 
what this course is really all about. And, because of her personality, she took that 
experience I think and basically said, what do you think students, deal with it, I’ve 
got questions, confront your stuff and yeah she was very direct and very 
comfortable I think. 
 
No participants reported believing Professor III was in any way uncomfortable or 
closed in her approach, though all other instructors had at least one participant indicate 
the instructor was at least uncomfortable at times. Seventeen percent of participants 
reported that Professor III’s comfort and openness were a result of personal comfort with 
who Professor III is. One participant reported “Professor III I think is just comfortable 
with herself and doesn’t really, isn’t concerned about how she is portrayed to other 
people.” 
Additionally, 24% of participants indicated Professor III was comfortable saying 
what came to mind and taking risks, sparking interesting and provocative conversations 
during the lab. However, 17% of participants also reported being intimidated by this 
instructor, which seemingly related to participants’ perceptions of the safety of the 
classroom. One participant stated “She’s very, very intimidating so I think people are 
afraid sometimes to say what they feel. So she maybe doesn’t provide that safe 
environment that…other instructors do.” 
For lab Professor IV, 28 participants responded to this question. Thirty nine 
percent of participants reported that Professor IV was comfortable and open and 36% 
reported that Professor IV was very comfortable and very open. One participant reported 
on Professor IV’s having shared personal information with the class at the beginning of 
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the semester, allowing them to gain insight into Professor IV’s life they would otherwise 
not have known.  
She also seemed really comfortable…I think just the way the lab starts with 
everybody kind of talking a little bit about their differences their cultural 
differences, um, she participated in that and, and even started and shared quite a 
bit that I didn’t have any idea about. 
 
Only 11% of participants reported finding Professor IV uncomfortable at times, 
one of whom stated Professor IV seemed to be concerned with other’s opinions of her 
statements. One participant reported “Professor IV seemed mostly comfortable but at 
times…a little uncomfortable….[she] was more concerned about what she was saying 
and what not.” 
For TA I, 9 participants responded to this question. Forty four percent of these 
participants reported that TA I was fairly comfortable and open whereas 22% of these 
participants reported that TA I was very comfortable and very open. One participant 
specified that it was TA I’s ability to present in a genuine way that made TA I appear to 
be so comfortable to students. 
I think that made TA I a little bit more real and I think being real is more of a 
comfort…than putting out a front that you, or, know all these things or have this 
great level of knowledge of diversity. 
  
For TA II, 10 participants responded to this question. Fifty percent reported that 
TA II was uncomfortable at times, which seemed to have to do with this instructor’s role 
as a teaching assistant, personal style, and the topics being discussed.  
I couldn’t figure out if it was just TA II’s way of being in general or if it was just 
sometimes the topic or feeling like we were going to, I don’t know, I think a 
couple of times I’m thinking were like, really sort of venting about the class and, 
and so I think that in TA II’s role that was hard because it’s like TA II’s role 
really isn’t to make changes to the class it’s to run the lab but at the same time it’s 
important to process that. 
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In contrast, 40% reported that TA II was very comfortable and very open while 
30% reported that she was fairly comfortable and fairly open. TA II’s comfort and 
openness reportedly had to do with a willingness to share personal experience and to take 
a less directive approach to facilitation. 
TA II brought in a lot of personal experiences, with TA II’s own diversity and 
family and that kind of stuff and could really be, I don’t know was just really 
open to being transparent and acting more as a colleague with us and really 
brought about some really nice conversations in lab. 
 
Finally, for TA III, seven participants responded to this question. Fifty seven 
percent of these participants reported that TA III was good and that they appreciated TA 
III, although 75% of these respondents did not comment directly on this instructor’s 
comfort or openness despite prompting for half of them. For example, one participant 
stated “TA III did a good job of you know pointing things out and asking us different 
questions and keeping the conversations going.” 
Twenty nine percent reported that TA III was fairly comfortable and open while 
another 29% reported that TA III was at times uncomfortable, closed to unexpected input, 
and appeared to force conversation.  
TA III seemed kind of closed to input that TA III wasn’t expecting…so that was a 
little bit, so that created kind of an environment where people weren’t quite 
certain what to say and that were trying to say the right thing rather than discuss 
things openly. 
 
Group membership 
The fourth question concerned discussing individual group membership when 
working through the ADDRESSING model created by Hays (2001). Specifically, 
participants were asked what it was like for them or how it felt when one of the groups to 
which they belong was addressed during the class or lab. Forty five percent of 
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participants reported that it was comfortable or neutral to discuss these topics. Most 
reported having similar group membership to most others in the class or simply had 
personal comfort with their group membership, therefore they did not feel uncomfortable 
discussing group membership. One participant endorsed having little minority status and 
a great deal of privilege, which affects the way this individual thinks about using 
resources but does not affect the individual’s comfort. 
I have a lot of advantage across the broad spectrum of the ADDRESSING 
model…and so, there’s definitely an awareness of, yep, I have asterisks next to 
nearly everything on there. Um, but I think my experience has been that I’m quite 
comfortable with that. Not in the sense of…there’s balance, the power needs to be 
more balanced in the world or doesn’t need to be more balanced in the world but 
in the sense of that’s the way it is at present and I don’t do myself or anybody else 
any favors by, you know, anguishing over the fact that I have an advantage. It’s 
more my call to use that advantage in any way possible to help advantage other 
folks. 
 
Others reported that discussing group membership was not personally challenging 
or did not reveal anything new and therefore allowed students to avoid difficult material 
that may elicit discomfort.  
There wasn’t a whole lot of…personal, this is how I am, maybe contributed to the 
racist system. It never challenged me to like really, um, explore like my white 
guilt or things like that so I was, I was comfortable because I was able to avoid it. 
 
Alternatively, 10% of participants reported discomfort during some of the 
discussions about group membership. Interestingly, all of the participants who reported 
discomfort discussing ADDRESSING model membership also identified strongly as 
having minority status in general or within the School of Professional Psychology.  
For the most part [that part of my identity] stood apart and I really didn’t want to 
talk about it and I’ve been aware for a little while that I feel very conflicted about 
what that means for my identity. Um, and I haven’t really wanted to look at it. 
And I really don’t talk about it. 
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Most comfortable diversity topics 
The fifth question related to which diversity topics felt the most comfortable and 
the least comfortable to discuss both personally and for their class. Some respondents 
reported that topics were comfortable only for themselves or for their classmates while 
some reported that topics were comfortable for both themselves and their classmates. 
Forty one percent of participants reported sexual orientation was the most comfortable 
topic to discuss, with 28% indicating it was comfortable personally and 21% indicating it 
was comfortable for the class. For those who stated they were personally comfortable 
with sexual orientation, most endorsed that it was their personal experience that made 
them feel comfortable.  
Like the LBGTQQ, like I actually really appreciated that part because I have two 
fairy godfathers. And um, it’s cool to learn more about, like those cultures and 
also I’ve interacted with a lot of friends so I’ve been in connection, like, I’ve seen 
that culture, I’ve…peaked in, but I’ve never really had any information about it. 
I’ve always been kind of an outsider…so that was the easiest for me. 
 
For those who stated the class was comfortable with sexual orientation, some 
stated this comfort was a factor of the city the program is housed in while others stated it 
was more a factor of people believing they needed to be politically correct. 
I also think that…talking about sexual minorities was pretty comfortable for 
everybody. Not because it really is but I think it, it’s because it’s a hot button 
political topic right now and I think it’s politically correct to be completely cool 
with it. Um, so I think people were a bit more guarded...There wasn’t as much 
like kind of intense like debate or, you know, back and forth like there was during 
for race or privilege or SES and that kind of stuff and…nobody really questioned 
anything when it came to…sexual orientation…it seemed a bit falsely 
harmonious. 
 
 In contrast, 31% of participants reported that race and ethnicity was the most 
comfortable topic to discuss, with 21% indicating it was comfortable personally and 14% 
indicating it was comfortable for the class. For those who stated they were personally 
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comfortable with race and ethnicity, most again endorsed that it was their personal 
experience or previous learning that made them feel comfortable.  
I think that my comfort probably clouded the, what I felt the class felt comfortable 
with. Um, definitely when talking about [a certain ethnic group] just because 
that’s the group I’ve worked with this year in my practicum…and so I brought up 
more discussion. 
 
For those who stated the class was comfortable with race and ethnicity, 
respondents also credited previous learning as well as a lack of racial diversity among 
classmates. 
Probably talking about racial differences was pretty comfortable. And that’s just 
kinda something that I think with our class being, the majority of us being, um, 
identifying as White, I think that it makes it…more comfortable for us to talk 
about that because…there’s not a lot of tension in the room that we would have to 
address. 
 
 Finally, 21% of participants reported that age was the most comfortable topic to 
discuss, with 17% indicating it was comfortable for the class and 3% indicating it was 
comfortable personally. For those who stated the class was comfortable with age, some 
credited a small age range in the class, resulting in less tension when discussing age. 
Others, however, reported that age was not addressed as much during the course and that 
discussion related to age was weak.  
Age didn’t really seem to spark much. Um, I just remember…a good quantity of 
questions on gender and indigenous and religion [and] ethnic 
background…Whether or not age was comfortable or just not really spoken of I 
can’t really say though. 
  
Least comfortable diversity topics  
 Although some of the topics that were labeled the least comfortable differed from 
those that were labeled the most comfortable, some topics were interestingly labeled both 
and many participants reported that several topics were least comfortable. Thirty eight 
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percent of participants reported that race and ethnicity was the least comfortable topic to 
discuss, with 24% indicating it was least comfortable personally and 21% indicating it 
was least comfortable for the class. For those who stated they were personally least 
comfortable with race and ethnicity, several reported it was discomfort with their own 
racial identification that made this topic difficult to discuss.  
 But I found that talking about ethnicity was uncomfortable because I hadn’t 
realized how uncomfortable I am as a White, middle class American. That was 
difficult to talk about, um, to confront that, and to see how many negative feelings 
I had about my own group. 
 
 This response seemed to apply both to participant members of the dominant 
culture and ethnic or racial minorities. However, the emotional valence of this response 
between White participants and ethnic minorities was very different. For example, White 
participants consistently reported discomfort about their feelings toward their own racial 
group. Participants who identified as racial minorities reported more on their fit within 
their group or within the dominant culture. 
It was pretty uncomfortable for me when we started talking about…biracial 
identity because I’m biracial but I don’t necessarily look like it. Not many people 
consider me to be a minority because I don’t look like it and I do…have white 
privilege because of the fact that on the outside I look like I’m White. So, feeling 
comfortable enough to talk about my biracial identity was difficult just because I 
feel like people…didn’t take it seriously. 
 
 Others, however, endorsed personal biases or beliefs that were difficult to 
confront, resulting in feelings of discomfort when addressing race and ethnicity. One 
participant endorsed discomfort discussing race because this individual had reportedly 
been taught that discussing race was not an appropriate topic for conversation. One 
participant stated “With me…ethnicity, race…I had a lot of…discomfort around that 
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simply because of my own bias and, like, what I was taught as far as what’s appropriate 
conversation.” 
 For those who stated the class was least comfortable with race and ethnicity, some 
reported weak discussion as a class or perceived difficulty for students with racial 
minority status. 
 …maybe race but even that’s hard because almost everybody here is Caucasian, 
so. And I think people of ethnic minorities would probably say that they had 
uncomfortable experiences and conversations because sometimes people of the 
majority can be ignorant and just…not know how to say things. 
 
 In contrast, 38% of participants reported that religion was the least comfortable 
topic to discuss, with 28% indicating it was least comfortable for the class and 21% 
indicating it was least comfortable personally. For those who reported religion was least 
comfortable for the class, many reported that there are few religious people in the 
program, that people were offensive without knowing it, and that people felt very 
strongly about religion resulting in increased tension. One participant reported finding the 
discussion somewhat irrelevant because there were so few religious people in the 
program. 
 There were some really strong opinions about why are we learning about this if 
they’re not going to come to see us. So, like we had people coming from the 
Jewish community and the Rabbi said they’re going to come to see a Jewish 
counselor. They’re not going to go to just any counselor. And so it was like, well, 
we’ve got four or five Jewish people so, this is good for them, but if they’re not 
going to come to us, then what’s going on…what are we learning? 
 
 Most acknowledged tension in the room because religion was viewed as silly or 
because of communication difficulties between religious and non-religious individuals. 
One participant reported on the general difficulty in understanding between religious and 
non-religious classmates.  
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 …[because] there’s not very many religious people in our program …like because 
religion is so personal and because people have different views…Because it’s 
hard for maybe the religious person to understand not being religious and for the 
not religious person to understand being religious. 
 
 For those who reported religion was least comfortable personally, some indicated 
it was uncomfortable because they were religious themselves as this participant shared: 
 …I don’t think people mean to be hurtful but they are a lot of times when it 
comes to religion…[and] that’s part of the ADDRESSING model I guess I 
identify most with because my religion is the most important thing in my life 
period. That’s how I would identify myself, is I am Religion X…and then when 
that issue did come up in class it’s always very uncomfortable because I find that 
[the program] does a very, very, very poor job of being open and, I guess, 
safeguarding that minority as much as they do the others. 
 
  Alternatively, others indicated it was uncomfortable because they were not 
religious.  
 …for me a lot of the religious groups because I’m not very religious and so, not 
so much like it was uncomfortable to talk about but just like in terms of how to 
conceptualize how it would be in therapy was more difficult for me. And how…I 
would react or things like that and just when we explored it in class and any other 
groups that I don’t really know, I don’t know a lot about…[like] other religious 
groups, um, Muslims, um, Jews, things like that. 
 
 Additionally, 34% of participants reported socioeconomic status was the least 
comfortable topic to discuss, with 31% indicating it was least comfortable personally and 
14% indicating it was least comfortable as a class. For those who indicated it was least 
comfortable personally, many reported questioning their current socioeconomic situation 
and whether or not they were spending in a socially appropriate way.  
 …the ones where I…do some of the most introspection and consideration about 
what I’m doing with, um, my own resources, like do they meet my own personal, 
you know, ethical code basically like am I walking my talk. And so those are the 
SES conversations tend to be the most uncomfortable but not, not necessarily 
because I belong to any particular class but because I don’t know that I’m doing 
what I should with what I’ve got. 
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 Many also endorsed fear of being judged for their high socioeconomic group 
membership and not wanting to be viewed as someone who takes what they have for 
granted. 
 SES I think was a little bit uncomfortable for me…And I didn’t see it as far as 
like oh I feel guilty and it’s really uncomfortable, but…more a sense of I hope 
people don’t judge me for being of higher SES. Because even though I am of this, 
naturally just came into this world into this family who is fortunate, I still feel 
myself and view myself as a very aware and caring person. I don’t take my 
background for granted. 
 
 Another student felt uncomfortable discussing SES due to having moved from 
low to high socioeconomic status and “selling out” his group. 
 Because I think I, my family was fairly poor growing up and so I think being, um, 
I was raised to scorn the wealthy. But then I also feel like a selling out of the poor 
so I think kind of in that middle class that’s like…I don’t know where I fit on that 
exactly but I notice with my clients…this sensitivity to…the work we do and the 
type of therapy that I’m offering…is [it] realistic for [clients who are low SES] 
and how much of the therapy I’m interested in and it’s kind of like these 
egalitarian White people. Fluffy White people therapy. 
 
 For those who reported socioeconomic status as the least comfortable discussion 
topic for the class, most endorsed recognition of differences as the most uncomfortable 
aspect of the discussion, especially during the activity requiring students to step forward 
or step back from the same line based on social or economic opportunities they had while 
growing up.  
 SES…was sensitive for a lot of people, um, I think they felt like it was too much 
putting yourself out there...it’s like nobody else’s business…[even more so] 
recognizing the differences and just going, yeah, this doesn’t feel very good. But 
the people in front didn’t feel very good either, you know, like for different 
reasons. 
 
 Finally, 21% of participants reported sexual orientation was the least comfortable 
topic to discuss, with 10% indicating it was least comfortable for the class and 10% 
indicating it was least comfortable personally. Interestingly, for those who reported it was 
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least comfortable as a class, individuals cited strong feelings or beliefs as the primary 
reason for discomfort.  
 …sexual identity [because] people have really strong feelings about that…And so 
when the sexual orientation exercise in lab came about there were some people 
who had some really strong reactions to it, didn’t think it was okay and didn’t like 
it…We had…the lady from the Islamic faith, she was talking about, um, the 
religious views about same-sex relationships, the role of women, and things like 
that of course that brought up sort of strong feelings…and people weren’t okay 
with that confrontational thing, like, oh, let’s all just get along. 
 
 For those who reported it was least comfortable personally, most reported a lack 
of exposure to sexual minorities.  
 I think talking about the sexually diverse, and learning new information about 
that…when a speaker came in and talked about the different kind of labels in 
different areas, like with transexed people I had never even heard before…I think 
that may have been maybe more uncomfortable in a way because I hadn’t been 
exposed to it before. Some of the terms and some of…how people identify 
themselves. 
   
Safety 
The sixth question concerned participants’ perceptions of safety addressing issues 
of difference between themselves and their instructors, peers, and clients. Responses 
varied a great deal among participants, with individuals attributing safety or the lack of 
safety to a wide array of factors including self-identification, structure of the course, and 
comfort with peers. However, 34% of participants endorsed feeling safe overall whereas 
31% of participants reported they did not feel safe. For those who endorsed feeling safe, 
most indicated feeling personally responsible and able to decide what information was 
appropriate to share in the group setting of the class.  
I felt completely safe. Because I never felt forced or I was completely comfortable 
with what I wanted to share and what I didn’t…there wasn’t anything that I was 
like pining to share that I just thought, no I can’t…I also felt like I was the one 
that was deciding what I could share and what I shouldn’t. I didn’t feel a pull or a 
kind of clock either way because I really viewed it as my responsibility to decide 
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what to share and what not to, like, so nobody else really had anything to do with 
it. 
 
Some participants qualified their response, stating they felt safer in the small 
groups during the lab or with their peers in general compared to the large group or 
professors during the lab, respectively. Others indicated feeling more safe in the lab than 
in the class, reportedly due to the open nature of the lab during which safety was 
explicitly addressed and tension more often resolved. For those who reported they did not 
feel safe, several participants indicated fear related to making remarks that would be 
evaluated negatively and may therefore influence their standing with others or in the 
program.  
 I was clearly told from the get go that to be cautious, that you could if you did 
something fail this class. And…diversity is such a thing that has been pushed 
throughout the program that failing this class would have a lot to do with you all 
the way around in the program. I wasn’t told specifically that you would be 
kicked from the program but…just fear kind of stuff around making a mistake and 
hearing that people in the past had actually been failed from the class and stopped 
from getting a master’s or making some kind of serious mistake in that class. 
 
 Several others endorsed feeling intimidated by professors or not trusting 
professors to handle emotionally charged discussions. Many participants endorsed a 
general lack of safety in a professional setting, seemingly indicating they expected to feel 
unsafe or even reporting they did not want to feel safe. For those who did not want safety, 
participants indicated the point of the class was to work with uncomfortable topics and 
feelings. 
 The point wasn’t to be safe in there the point was to be unsafe, I think, so I didn’t 
really want safety. I think the ultimate goal in my view of diversity is to learn to 
be comfortable knowing that you’ll never fully know every person’s cultural 
values or all the different stuff going on with them so you have to be willing to 
take that chance because if you don’t you deny that there’s a possibility that 
they’re there. 
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The human diversity lab 
The seventh question related to the unique contribution participants believed the 
Human Diversity Lab provided as well as what they most and least benefited from. 
Although participants were asked to respond to all three parts of this question, most 
explicitly consolidated their responses regarding the unique contribution of the course 
and what they most benefited from; therefore, responses are organized around most and 
least beneficial aspects of the course.  
 Regarding what participants found most helpful about the Human Diversity Lab, 
38% reported benefiting most from discussion or “processing” time. Most indicated that 
this processing time provided opportunities to reflect, increase self-awareness, and 
address events that occurred within the class where they were not able to process 
effectively.  
 …some of the discussions and topics and movies and things like that [in class] 
would bring up a lot of pretty heavy things and we just weren’t able to talk about it 
so the lab was a good place to do that and talk about what was going on while we 
were watching movies or talking about certain things and also things outside of the 
lecture that we were thinking about and what was going on in our world. 
 
 Several individuals also endorsed feeling the lab was a “safe environment” in 
which to have difficult, emotionally charged discussions that many students yearned to 
have. One participant emphasized being made to feel human in the lab. 
 I think the diversity lab kind of took us out of the student role a little bit and the 
budding therapist role and tried to put us in just like, you’re human and these are 
differences you’re going to find. 
 
 More specifically, 28% of participants reported benefiting from their small group 
discussions because it was in that format that many respondents felt more comfortable or 
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able to have meaningful, emotionally laden discussions and to process events in the 
moment.  
 …the [small] groups I learned the most from…We felt comfortable pretty much 
from the get go. I learned most when I started to feel…emotion, started speaking to 
that emotion in the small groups and feeling comfortable doing that and then 
thinking about how I spoke about it afterwards I think I learned the most and 
having people be supportive of that. 
 
 Many indicated benefitting from hearing their peers’ experiences and stories. One 
participant described the depth of conversation students believed they were able to 
achieve during the small group discussions that were not present in larger group 
discussions. 
 I probably most benefited from the small [group] conversations…just because 
there was a depth in those conversations that was frequently missing in the rest of 
the class. Some of that is per force; there is only so much depth you can do with 
45 people sitting in the [large group]. 
 
 Additionally, 21% of participants reported benefiting from the experiential nature 
of the lab. However, 31% of participants reported benefiting from a specific experiential 
activity conducted during the lab, involving holding hands with a same-sex classmate and 
walking around the surrounding city streets for up to 45 minutes. Most respondents 
reported this experience to be revealing about what decisions same-sex couples are faced 
with regarding how to present themselves to others based on others’ reactions to them. 
Others reported it was revealing about the strength of strangers’ reactions to seeing the 
students holding hands with a same-sex partner, especially for males.  
 …the experience of holding hands in the [city]. Um, I really enjoyed my 
experience but a lot of the guys did not. And it was a very eye opening and I think 
hurtful experience for them. Just experiencing, being males, just [a] small aspect 
of how they were treated and some of them it kind of really hit deep in different 
ways. 
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 Similarly, 24% of participants reported the volunteer experience they were 
assigned to as beneficial, half of whom reported this because it increased exposure to a 
particular community or to the volunteering process. One participant reported on how this 
experience changed this participant’s perceptions of what others think about volunteers. 
 …I thought that if you volunteered you were kind of a pain in the butt and that 
they’re like…now I have to put this person somewhere, but when I showed up 
there the woman was so excited and like, really needed help. I mean she was 
doing everything by herself so it felt really rewarding [to] contribute and help this 
woman have a better day. 
 
 The other half of these participants indicated the volunteer experience was most 
beneficial because it emphasized service to others. One participant reported “I enjoyed 
the volunteer experience. I appreciated that a great deal because I think it’s not only about 
volunteering but serving people, regardless of their race or their minority status…I just 
think that’s an important aspect of life.” 
 Although not specifically asked for, 21% of respondents spontaneously indicated 
finding the guest speakers most beneficial about participating in the Human Diversity 
Class (rather than the lab component of the course). 
 Regarding what participants found least helpful about the Human Diversity Lab, 
38% of participants reported the large group discussions at the beginning of each lab 
were the least beneficial. Many indicated the large group discussions were chaotic and 
directionless, thereby making them awkward. Many also reported the time was wasted, 
especially when the class had been saturated or had nothing more to add to the large 
group conversation.  
 It was just so chaotic to be in there with that many people…it just didn’t seem like 
we had a structure…so we’d sit around and talk for an hour and a half but nobody 
wanted to talk. So there’d be a lot of uncomfortable silence and then pretty soon 
I’d start to say something just to, you know, move something along, like please 
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dear God can we move on from this? But then we wouldn’t for a long time. So 
that just wasn’t a very good use of time. Checking in about the sites I think the 
first time was truly helpful but after that if there wasn’t anything new there wasn’t 
anything new. 
 
Changing the course 
The eighth question concerned what participants would change about the course 
overall if given the opportunity. Participants were allowed to respond for both the class 
and the lab portions of the course, although some did not consistently differentiate 
between these portions of the class when providing responses. However, most responses 
can reasonably be applied to both the class and the lab. 
Not surprisingly, 69% of participants indicated a desire for more discussion and 
processing time and to emphasize good discussion, especially in small group settings.  
I would allot more time for discussion and I would truly make it discussion and 
not just for reactions. I think there is a lot of interest and content brought [into the 
course] but I think that the best work we did was in small group discussions. And 
I would sacrifice some speakers and [readings] for that. 
 
Two thirds of those who requested additional discussion time indicated anger and 
frustration when they were asked to watch challenging videos or listen to emotionally 
provocative speakers and then not provided enough time to discuss what they had 
watched or heard. One participant specifically reported frustration with this pattern, 
stating that it was unfair to those asked to present directly following the presentation of 
such emotionally challenging material when the class was not allowed time to debrief in 
between. 
Towards the end of the semester it was just like, woah! Nothing is going to get to 
me because I can’t get invested anymore and not have closure, not have 
processing. It was actually painful. And then I felt so bad for our group that we 
literally watched a movie about the Holocaust and got pushed back into our room 
and had to watch a [student] presentation. I mean, what a somber crowd! Most of 
us had been crying a moment earlier. I think it would be really helpful to just 
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devote enough time to give something respect…maybe have all the presentations 
on one day or something so that they’re not on the heels of all these heightened 
emotions. 
 
Additionally, several participants reported wanting more lab meetings than class 
meetings due to the overall desire for more discussion time for most participants.  
I think the lab did a good job because it forced you to become more comfortable 
with talking about the issues and I think one of their goals, although it was never 
explicitly stated, was to then get you kind of used to that discomfort so you could 
somewhat eradicate it when you were with a client and you could just focus on that 
relationship. 
 
Similarly, 21% of participants indicated a desire for more depth of discussion 
during the course, both regarding depth of material and depth of personal involvement 
and disclosure by classmates. Several participants reported on students’ tendencies to 
avoid and intellectualize emotionally charged material, thereby maintaining discussion at 
a somewhat superficial level. 
I think there was always this level of, let’s intellectualize this and get on with it, I 
think an area that was [uncomfortable] for everyone or for me it seemed to be a 
common pattern was to talk about their reactions themselves...it seemed to be 
overly intellectualized because of a great deal of discomfort. 
 
Another 34% of respondents indicated a desire to connect the class and lab more, 
reporting the two did not seem to be related in any way. Although participants had 
varying ideas regarding how to connect the class and lab, many consistently reported a 
desire for increased communication between professors and to facilitate consistency.  
I [know the] class is the opportunity to read different things, to see movies, to 
have the speakers, speakers were great, and then the lab is the opportunity to 
discuss those things. Do more of the personal work, so the same people can be in 
the lab that are in the class kind of thing. More consistency. If you’re going to 
have two different teachers have them at least talk to each other, know what’s 
going on in one another’s class. 
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Similarly, 21% of participants indicated a desire for more consistency during the 
course, especially regarding the presentation of material in a linear, topic-by-topic 
fashion. Several respondents reported being moved back and forth between rooms during 
the class especially, stating this process was disorienting. 
It was very scattered and disorganized and the information was presented like 
rapid fire. And they seemed to have assignments that didn’t even go along with 
what we were learning so there was no continuity of what we were learning to the 
work we were actually doing. 
 
Regarding more specific and concrete changes to the course, 41% of participants 
indicated a need to change the textbook, reporting that the text used was at times 
inappropriate.  
This book was actually offensive. [The authors] lumped people in and made 
stereotyped and kind of racist comments about different ethnicities so I was just 
like are you kidding me? So I did stop reading after awhile. I was like I can’t read 
this anymore. 
 
Finally, 28% of participants indicated a desire to view fewer videos during the 
class and to be more critical about the quality of videos shown.  
I’d be a bit more critical about the movies or media that [was] introduced. I think 
that, overall, all the videos we watched were very powerful but there is only so 
many weeks in a row that you can watch a powerful film and then not, I mean, in 
a sense movies were a kick back…Even if the movie was really engaging and it 
was really powerful and it seemed relevant, it felt like I was being babysat by 
emotionally intense movies. 
 
Diversity training in the program overall 
The final question related to how well participants believed the program overall 
has attended to clinical diversity training. Thirty eight percent of participants reported the 
program has not attended to their clinical diversity training at all or has not attended to it 
well.  
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It just seems like it was just a requirement, another required class, and not a lot of 
thought was put into it. It seemed like it was haphazardly put together, like the 
day before the semester or whenever the syllabi were due...There’s so much talk 
about the importance of diversity in this program and then you come up on a class 
that’s the perfect opportunity to have a captive audience, everybody has to take 
this class and then to completely miss the target, [but then] it just didn’t seem to 
matter. And from what I’ve heard this isn’t the first year it’s been bad, the class. 
 
Many stated that it is addressed superficially in various aspects of the program 
and 21% reported it seems that diversity is “paid lip service” but not addressed in any 
meaningful or consistent way in the program. Some participants reported that the Human 
Diversity course is a step in the right direction, but most still expressed dissatisfaction 
overall.  
I don’t know if I’d call it training. So maybe not that well. I mean it was good to 
identify your areas where you feel like you need to improve or recognize in other 
people but I think you get the most out of clinical experience and I think they 
could definitely do a better job. [And] the class itself a lot of times would be, um, 
just filler stuff. Oh let’s watch this video, let’s watch that video, let’s watch this 
video, let’s watch that video, let’s throw this in, maybe we can get this, so. 
 
Alternatively, 31% of participants reported that the program has attended to their 
clinical diversity training needs moderately to adequately well.  
I think they’re making a good effort…I think it’s a really good, strong program 
and I think it needs to grow in a lot of areas…but I guess the bottom line on that is 
that diversity should be viewed just as critically as psychopathology. Rather than 
it being oh we’re just doing this to fulfill a requirement. 
 
Most respondents with this response indicated that there are gaps in the training 
and ample room for improvement, but 21% stated that the program is performing as well 
as it can given the overall culture of the field of psychology and a lack of “buy in” from 
all faculty and students. Several participants reported on the insufficient guidelines 
presented by the American Psychological Association (APA) for training programs and 
students. One participant stated “The program I think is doing what it can. I think APA is 
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lacking. So I think the program is really trying with what APA has given them, which 
isn’t a whole lot.” 
Finally, 21% of participants reported the program has attended to their clinical 
diversity training fairly to very well. For these respondents, most indicated having 
increased awareness to some degree of themselves and general topics related to human 
diversity.  
I think it did a nice job of helping me to become more aware of things that are 
often overlooked unconsciously or consciously sometimes because they’re 
uncomfortable topics, sometimes because they’re just not thought of because 
there is so much to attend to in the therapeutic process. So I think it did a nice job 
just bringing up some of those things that we might need to look for in our work 
with clients. 
 
Purpose of the course 
One theme emerged during the analysis process that did not relate to any one 
question. Twenty four percent of participants reported on what they believed to be the 
purpose of the course, many of them at different points during the interview. However, 
responses about the purpose of the course varied considerably. Some participants 
indicated believing the course was intended to increase comfort with human diversity, to 
increase understanding of others’ values, or simply to illuminate the fact that differences 
exist. One participant indicated that the course purpose was achieved, which was to help 
students see the world outside of their original perspectives.  
Overall, I think that it achieved the purpose with me at least…getting me to see 
the world outside of my perspective, challenging some of the biases that I had, 
introducing me to a new way of thinking. Just to stop and think about my impact 
walking down the street or sitting in a room with a client. Just to stop and think 
about it. 
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Another reported that the purpose of the course should be to challenge people to 
explore beyond their comfort zones and become less comfortable, implying that course 
purpose was not achieved.   
…with a diversity course, there should be times where you feel uncomfortable…I 
think our own biases and different things are going to make us feel uncomfortable 
in certain situations. And that’s kind of what a course like this should be about, 
kind of pushing us outside of our comfort zone and getting us to experience other 
types of people. 
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DISCUSSION 
Description of Results 
 The aim of this study was to determine whether or not graduate clinical 
psychology students reported changes in their levels of multicultural knowledge and 
awareness, white privilege awareness, remorse, anticipated costs of white privilege, 
willingness to confront white privilege, or ethnic identity as well as to elicit themes 
regarding student perceptions following a required human diversity course. A growing 
body of literature suggests that multicultural training among graduate psychology 
students has inconsistent effects on student reported multicultural awareness and 
knowledge and the effects on measures related to white privilege have been vastly 
understudied to date. Additionally, the effect of multicultural training as it relates to 
student ethnic or racial identity and gender have been reported upon in previous research 
with White students demonstrating greater change in awareness compared to racial 
minorities in one study and mixed results regarding gender. However, the effect of 
multicultural training as it relates to students previous multicultural training and religious 
identification has been largely neglected in the literature thus far.  
 It was hypothesized that student reported knowledge and awareness of white 
privilege and working with diverse clients would increase after taking the required 
Human Diversity course based on findings from the literature review. It was also 
hypothesized that racial or ethnic minority students, female students, religious students, 
and those with previous multicultural training would report higher scores on knowledge 
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and awareness of white privilege and working with diverse clients. It was hypothesized 
that students would be placed in small groups commensurate with self-reported 
multicultural awareness and knowledge at Pretest. Hypotheses were not proposed 
regarding the exploratory analyses of student reported ethnic identity or common themes 
regarding experiences and perceptions of students taking the required Human Diversity 
course. 
Hypothesis One 
 The first hypothesis was partially supported in that participant self-reported 
multicultural knowledge on the MCKAS was significantly higher at posttest, consistent 
with previous research findings (Keim et al., 2001; Melendez, 2007; Murphy, Park, & 
Lonsdale, 2006; Neville et al., 1996; Tomlinson-Clarke, 2000). This finding also seems 
to be consistent with the design of the course, especially the class portion, during which 
providing information about various groups reflected in Hays’ (2001) ADDRESSING 
model was emphasized. It is interesting to note that one author reported a decrease in 
multicultural knowledge among graduate psychology students for those taking a required 
multicultural course (Cameron, 1990). Although the present study is an examination of a 
required course, participant self-reported multicultural knowledge increased. It would be 
interesting to explore whether students differed on levels of multicultural knowledge 
based on expectations of the course as another requirement or as a course they would 
have taken as an elective. 
 Additionally, self-reported awareness of white privilege on the WPAS was 
significantly higher at posttest. This finding may be consistent with many other 
researchers’ findings of increased awareness of white racial identity among White 
 
 
 
69 
graduate psychology students (Berg, 2001; Heppner & O’Brien, 1994; Keim et al., 2001; 
Melendez, 2007; Murphy, Park, & Lonsdale, 2006; Neville et al., 1996). However, there 
is very little research regarding clinical psychology students’ self-reported awareness as it 
relates to white privilege to compare to the findings of the present study. One researcher 
(Case, 2007) reported an increase in white privilege awareness among graduate 
psychology students after taking a multicultural course focused on increasing white 
privilege awareness and decreasing racial prejudice. Participants in the present study also 
reported a significant increase in the anticipated costs of addressing white privilege. It is 
likely that as awareness of white privilege increased, so did participants’ awareness of the 
potential sacrifices necessary to address white privilege and its effects.  
 Case (2007) also reported an increase in white privilege guilt among graduate 
psychology students, a finding the present study did not replicate. Participants in the 
present study reported no change in perceptions of white privilege remorse from pretest 
to posttest. In a similar study, Shanbhag (1998) reported that students did not report shifts 
in guilt, racial prejudice, or ambivalence when they expected to receive a lecture on racial 
issues and in fact reported more anti-black sentiment when they expected such a lecture. 
The relationship between guilt and student expectations of multicultural training may 
need further exploration, as participants in the present study may have had expectations 
that interfered with change in levels of white privilege remorse. 
 Similarly, no change occurred from pretest to posttest on participant self-reported 
willingness to confront white privilege, indicating that participants’ attitudes about their 
future behavior was not affected by the Human Diversity course. Although other 
researchers have reported positive correlations between commitment to social action and 
 
 
 
70 
multicultural knowledge and awareness (Cumming-McCann, 1999), the present study 
does not support a causal relationship between these two variables among clinical 
psychology students. Participants may have believed they lacked behavioral solutions in 
order to confront white privilege and therefore may feel unequipped or ill prepared to do 
so adequately. Additionally, participants may not have discussed the connection between 
their attitudes and their future behavior regarding white privilege; therefore they may not 
have had enough impetus to contemplate and commit to future behavior change. Finally, 
as other researchers have noted, anger and feeling disempowered may also interfere with 
participants’ willingness to confront white privilege (Wasson & Jackson, 2002). 
However, intention has been demonstrated as the best predictor of future behavior 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and other researchers reported 90% of their sample of 
psychology students and staff performed at least two of three actions they committed to 
performing during a workshop regarding sexual minorities (Finkel, et al., 2003). Future 
researchers may benefit from exploring whether a specific focus on intention during the 
Human Diversity course or other training opportunities influence participant action in the 
future.  
 Finally, participants self-reported multicultural awareness did not change from 
pretest to posttest. A few researchers reported a similar lack of change on multicultural 
awareness for graduate psychology students after having taken a multicultural course 
(Cameron, 1990; Pope-Davis et al., 1995). This finding also seems to be consistent with 
the apparent design of the course to emphasize learning about various groups holding 
minority status, although the lab component of the course was designed to allow for more 
discussion time as well as an opportunity for exposure through volunteer services. The 
 
 
 
71 
amount of time or energy spent on developing multicultural awareness may have been 
too little to affect much change on the MCKAS Awareness subscale. Additionally, other 
factors may have interfered with increasing awareness of multicultural issues, several of 
which will be discussed below. Similarly, it is not clear what factors may have influenced 
the increase in awareness of white privilege among current participants as opposed to 
multicultural awareness, though a more thorough analysis of the discussions taking place 
during the class and lab may reveal greater emphasis on issues related to white privilege 
issues than multicultural factors. 
Hypothesis Two 
 The second hypothesis was exploratory in nature regarding participant self-
reported ethnic identity. The majority of participants reported identifying as White or 
Caucasian and of the few who reported otherwise, most identified as biracial. There was 
no change in participants self-report of ethnic identification, indicating participants did 
not experience a change in identification or involvement with their own ethnic group. 
This finding is somewhat surprising considering other reports of counseling students’ 
increases in awareness of and interest in their own cultural backgrounds after taking a 
diversity course (Heppner & O’Brien, 1994). The MEIM allows participants to 
qualitatively identify their ethnic group as well as that of their parents and 26% of 
participants wrote down their ethnic heritage (e.g., Irish, Italian-American), although 
65% wrote down their racial group (e.g., Caucasian, White). This seems to be consistent 
with ethnic identity research regarding difficulty differentiating ethnicity from race 
(Gipson, 2002). For the purposes of comparison in the present study, students with 
European descent were grouped into the majority category as there were not enough 
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participants in the various ethnic groups reported to compare across various ethnic 
groups. However, it would be interesting to explore what factors influenced some 
participants to respond with their racial identification versus their ethnic identification 
and how this may have influenced the rest of the findings of the present study. 
Additionally, ethnic minority students’ ethnic identification seems to be related to their 
ratings of multicultural training relevance (Bernal et al., 1999). Therefore, continued 
exploration of the relationship between ethnic identity and multicultural training is 
important for the field.   
Hypothesis Three 
 The third hypothesis was also partially supported in that female participants 
scored significantly higher than males on white privilege remorse, multicultural 
knowledge, and multicultural awareness at posttest. In this sample, the female group was 
larger than the male group, therefore these results should be interpreted with caution. 
However, this finding is consistent with one previous researcher’s findings that female 
masters’ level counseling students scored significantly higher on multicultural 
awareness/sensitivity and knowledge compared to male masters’ students after taking a 
multicultural course (Cameron, 1990). Other researchers, however, have found no such 
group effect (Constantine, 2001).  
However, there were no significant differences between ethnic groups on any of 
the independent variables. Because the majority of participants identified as having 
European or Caucasian descent (see above for discussion of race and ethnicity 
discrepancies), the ethnic group comparison was largely imbalanced and therefore 
statistically not as robust as a comparison between equally sized groups. Multiple factors 
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may have contributed to the low participation rate of ethnic minority students, including a 
small number of ethnic minority students enrolled in the Human Diversity course. 
However, Weinstein (1994) reported that minority students may perceive multicultural 
and diversity courses as intended for their majority student counterparts and therefore 
may have an especially unique and important perspective to add to the discourse on 
multicultural training effectiveness. Groups and communities are increasingly refusing to 
accept at face value research that is not directed toward their interests or that does not 
appropriately articulate an appreciation or understanding of cultural nuance. However, a 
significant difference in experience of the Human Diversity course between ethnic 
minority students and majority students may have influenced ethnic minority students’ 
low participation rate in this study. It is thus vitally important to explore the different 
experiences of students who identify as ethnic minorities as well as factors that may 
prevent them from participating in multicultural training research. 
 Additionally, no significant differences were found on the various measures 
between those with previous human diversity training and those without. Again, the 
groups were of unequal size and due to the relatively small sample size participants were 
grouped somewhat arbitrarily based on several different measures of previous diversity 
training (i.e., having taken an entire diversity course or a one day conference). Groups 
may have been too disparate in their actual experiences to be compared adequately. 
Additionally, participants in the present study were not asked to report on personal 
experiences or previous training experienced before entering their current graduate 
program, which may have also influenced the effectiveness of the Human Diversity 
course. 
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 Finally, there were no significant differences between participants who identified 
as religious or spiritual and those who did not. Although these two groups of participants 
were closer in size, again they were somewhat arbitrarily separated for the purposes of 
this comparison. A larger sample size may have allowed for more comparisons inclusive 
of greater complexities of religious identification. However, it should be noted that there 
was no predominant religion or denomination reported among participants. Rather, 
participants reported identifying with a variety of religions, religious denominations, or 
with their own description of a religion or spirituality, which is largely inconsistent with 
the demographics of the U.S. in general (U.S. Census Bureau) but more consistent with 
other samples of graduate psychology students and psychologists in general (Gibson, 
2002; Hayes, 2004). Further consideration regarding the potential group effects related to 
religious identification is therefore warranted.  
Hypothesis Four 
 The fourth hypothesis was not supported as only 11% of students were placed in 
small groups in the lab commensurate with their self-reported multicultural knowledge 
and awareness. However, when considering only Multicultural Knowledge or Awareness 
subscale scores, this number increased to 50%. The MCKAS may therefore not be an 
accurate measure of comparison for the small group placement process used by 
instructors in this case. However, as Tori and Ducker (2004) reported inconsistencies 
between student and faculty perceptions of multicultural training success, it is also 
possible that student perceptions of their own awareness and knowledge are not 
consistent with instructor perceptions. A more thorough description of professors’ 
processes for assigning students to their small groups may have resulted in a more 
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accurate tool being used for comparison. For example, if professors also identified 
student awareness of personal biases or issues related to white privilege, participant 
White Privilege Awareness scores may have been a more accurate tool for comparison 
between professors’ and participants’ perceptions.  
Hypothesis Five 
 The fifth hypothesis was exploratory in nature and therefore no specific 
hypotheses were suggested. However, multiple common themes in the experiences and 
perceptions of students enrolled in the required Human Diversity course were discovered. 
Expectations of the course varied, including expecting to learn about culturally different 
groups, to learn very little new information, that learning would be relevant to clinical 
work with diverse populations, and that the course would be emotionally provocative. 
The variation in participants’ expectations may have been related to what previous 
students of the Human Diversity course shared with current students and may also be a 
result of a lack of communication between students and faculty regarding what students 
expect from the course and what faculty plan to offer. Student expectations may be 
important if initial expectations influenced student change or lack thereof on outcome 
measures. For example, if students held low expectations to begin with or expected to be 
lectured at, personal biases or defensiveness may have impeded learning and self-
exploration. Additionally, researchers have suggested various developmental models of 
multicultural awareness that often parallel therapists’ developmental stages (Carney & 
Kahn, 1984; Lopez et al., 1989). As evidenced by the range of participant scores on the 
various measures administered, students began the course at dissimilar levels of 
multicultural knowledge and awareness. As such, participants may have had different 
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expectations of the course based on personal needs and readiness to move along the 
continuum of developing multicultural awareness and increasing knowledge. A 
discussion about student expectations, clear descriptions of what will or will not be 
processed in the class or lab, and use of a more structured feedback model may improve 
participant perceptions regarding having their expectations of the course met in a 
satisfactory way. 
 Most participants reported that the ideal student for the Human Diversity course is 
someone with basic information and little to no exposure to diverse groups, though a 
third of participants reported alternative ideas about the ideal student. Again, this 
discrepancy in responses may be related to respondent variation on pretest MCKAS, 
WPAS, or MEIM scores, although further analyses would be necessary to confirm this 
possibility. Additionally, participant perceptions of how well the course met their needs 
or expectations may have influenced their conceptualization of the ideal student or of 
who the course was intended for. Therefore, an exploration of the relationship between 
expectations, satisfaction, and perceptions of whom or what the course is intended for is 
warranted. 
 Participants also reported on level of comfort and openness for each of their 
professors and their small group teaching assistant. All course instructors were reported 
to be comfortable and open to some degree, though the class professors were occasionally 
portrayed as uncomfortable at times whereas the lab professors were less often perceived 
as uncomfortable. This finding may be related to participant dissatisfaction with the 
amount of discussion time allowed during the class and attributions related to why 
discussion time was limited. Most qualitative responses regarding professors were 
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consistent with average ratings on the CCQ. The class professor average ratings were 
neither helpful or unhelpful or somewhat helpful, though near the bottom of the rating list 
when compared with other course components in the class. The lab professor average 
ratings on the CCQ were slightly higher; both at somewhat helpful. However, Professor 
III was ranked near the bottom of the rating list when compared to other lab components 
while Professor IV was rated nearer the top of the list. It is important to note that 
Professor III is a Black woman, whereas all other instructors and teaching assistants are 
White. Reactions to Professor III may have been strongly influenced by participants’ 
cultural differences and/or personal biases regarding race. Additionally, responses may 
have been influenced by participants’ feelings of personal comfort with professor 
teaching styles or approaches as opposed to perceptions of professors’ levels of comfort, 
although this explanation is arguably related to race as well. Several participants reported 
that Professor III is very direct in her teaching approach and others mentioned her 
personality style as an influencing factor on perceived comfort and openness. These 
factors may also have influenced participants’ perceptions of Professor III’s helpfulness; 
therefore it would be interesting to explore participants’ reports of personal comfort or 
discomfort with various professors’ teaching styles and how it relates to professor ratings. 
 Participant reports of their TAs’ level of comfort and openness were somewhat 
varied. TA I and TA II were primarily described as comfortable and open and willing to 
share personal information. Both of these TAs’ average ratings on the CCQ were at 
somewhat helpful, though TA I was higher on the rating list than TA II, which may be a 
result of more participants’ perceptions that TA II was uncomfortable at times. In 
contrast, TA III was often described as being good at performing the teaching assistant 
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role and many reported being appreciative of TA III, though 75% of respondents did not 
report on TA III’s level of comfort or openness. It is not clear why so many respondents 
did not describe TA III’s level of comfort or openness, despite prompting most of them 
during the interview. However, the respondent pool for TA III was smaller than for any 
other instructor, making it somewhat difficult to draw comparisons between TA III and 
others. TA III was rated on average as neither helpful or unhelpful, though still ranked 
near the bottom of the rating list on the CCQ. One respondent reported that TA III 
seemed closed to unexpected input from small group members, which may also have 
contributed to a lower CCQ rating. In general, it seems that a willingness to share 
personal experiences is related to participant perceptions and ratings of professors and 
teaching assistants. However, further investigation of the relationship between comfort, 
openness, willingness to share personal experiences, and instructor ratings of helpfulness 
may yield very intriguing results. 
 Nearly half of participants reported that discussing group membership based on 
Hays’ (2001) ADDRESSING model was comfortable or neutral, either because the class 
was relatively homogenous or because the discussions were not challenging or 
informative. Participant comfort with discussions of group membership may also be 
related to the perceived lack of discussion time provided, especially during the class 
where the ADDRESSING model was presented. If participants did not believe they had 
adequate time to discuss material, the material may not have been perceived in any 
uncomfortable or challenging way simply because participants could not delve deeply 
into the topics or relate it to themselves in a very personal or intimate way. A small 
number of participants endorsed discomfort discussing group membership, all of whom 
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identified as a racial or ethnic minority. Those who endorsed discomfort during such 
discussions attributed their discomfort to challenges with their racial or ethnic identity. 
For these participants, group membership may be more salient because minorities are 
confronted with their racial and ethnic status on a daily whereas their ethnic majority 
counterparts do not have to think about their race or ethnicity regularly. However, this 
suggestion warrants future research for ethnic minority students participating in human 
diversity training. 
 Sexual orientation, race, and age were all rated as most comfortable topics to 
discuss for participants themselves or for the class. Attributions for this comfort ranged 
from personal experience, political correctness, locality and makeup of the student 
cohort, or weak discussion. When comparing qualitative responses to the CCQ, race was 
described as a comfortable topic for many students despite the fact that the Implicit 
Association Test for race was ranked very low on the CCQ. However, many of the other 
class and lab activities, readings, and videos were ranked at the top of the CCQ rating list 
when compared to all course components, meaning that many of the course components 
emphasizing sexual orientation and race were found very helpful overall. Course 
components related to age, however, were consistently lower on the CCQ rating list, 
lending credence to qualitative reports that age received less attention or elicited less 
discussion that other topics. It may be that participants who rated race and sexual 
orientation as most comfortable truly did have greater experience or exposure to racially 
diverse groups or to sexual minorities, therefore it would be interesting to compare those 
participants’ responses to information regarding previous human diversity training. It is 
also interesting to note that sexual orientation and race were two of only four topics 
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emphasized in the lab, though the class design included multiple other human diversity 
topics. It may be that spending so much more time discussing sexual orientation and race 
allowed greater depth of discussion or more personal involvement in the material, thereby 
relating to participants’ perceived comfort with sexual orientation and race. It would be 
interesting to explore the relationship between discussion time and comfort with age 
versus comfort with sexual orientation or race, as the latter two were given much more 
discussion time in the lab compared to age and yet all three topics were rated as more 
comfortable topics for the class to discuss. 
 In contrast, race, religion, socioeconomic status, and sexual orientation were 
reported to be least comfortable topics to discuss for participants themselves or for the 
class. Attributions varied with regard to discomfort with these topics, from discomfort 
with participants’ personal identification, difficulty confronting bias, difficulty 
communicating between classmates who identify differently, or perceived difficulty for 
other minorities in the class. Considering how many respondents identified personal 
attributions for discomfort with race discussions, it is possible that those who rated race 
as least comfortable may have differed on the various measures administered compared 
to those who rated race as most comfortable, although most course components related to 
race were, on average, rated fairly high on the CCQ. It is also interesting to note that 
several participants who identified as ethnic minorities reported discomfort discussing 
group membership based on race and ethnicity and several majority participants 
accurately perceived this discomfort in their classmates. It will be important for future 
researchers to explore perceptions and personal responses of ethnic minority students 
among a predominantly White cohort regarding human diversity training, including how 
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to adequately address what current participants frequently reported as discomfort with 
their racial or ethnic identity. The perspective of ethnic minority students in constructing 
appropriate course content and structure is extremely important (Davis-Russell et al., 
1992) and will likely affect the success of multicultural training; therefore it is a vital 
piece of the future research of multicultural training effectiveness. 
 The primary reason respondents reported religion was uncomfortable to discuss 
related to communication difficulties. As so many participants ascribed to a variety of 
religions or spiritual designations, it may be that the complexities of these identifications 
were simply difficult to communicate clearly. Alternatively, communication about 
religious identification may also be a relatively new topic for participants to discuss 
openly and therefore may have resulted in some discomfort based on its novelty as a 
discussion topic. Some participants reported connections between religious identification 
and negative views about sexual minorities, therefore personal biases may have also 
played a role in perceived or reported discomfort regarding religion and sexual 
orientation as a topic. However, many course components related to religion and sexual 
orientation were rated, on average, fairly high on the CCQ and some were in the top five 
ratings of the CCQ. Perhaps comfort is not a requisite to finding a particular course 
component helpful, as several respondents qualitatively confirmed. Many participants 
also reported feeling uncomfortable discussing socioeconomic status based on 
stereotypes held about people who identify at various socioeconomic brackets. This 
qualitative report is somewhat more consistent with CCQ ratings for course components 
related to socioeconomic status, as there were an equal number of socioeconomic status 
course components near the top of the CCQ as were near the bottom. The perception of 
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being forced to discover social differences among classmates may also be related to the 
discomfort reported above regarding religion. It is possible that participants were not 
comfortable viewing themselves as different from one another, therefore discussing 
various ways in which they are different was somewhat distressing. Again, it is 
interesting to note that race, SES, and sexual orientation were three of the four topics 
emphasized during the lab, meaning that they received significantly greater attention than 
other topics covered more briefly during the class. It may be that simply spending such 
time on these three subjects allowed participants to reflect more thoroughly and 
personally and thereby develop stronger reactions to these topics compared to others. 
However, as these topics were allowed the same amount of discussion time regardless of 
resulting levels of comfort among participants, it would be interesting to explore further 
the reasons participants felt uncomfortable or comfortable discussing these same topics. 
 About two thirds of respondents reported feeling safe throughout most of or the 
entire course while another two thirds reported feeling unsafe at some time. Taking 
personal responsibility for one’s statements seemed related to perceptions of safety 
whereas feeling unsafe was related to a variety of attributions, though primarily professor 
behaviors or evaluations. This finding is consistent with other reports of students’ varied 
experiences of the safety of the same environment during a multicultural course 
(Tomlinson-Clarke, 2000). The meaning of safety was not thoroughly explored with 
participants, therefore it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding why some felt safe in 
certain situations during the course and others did not. However, a more thorough 
investigation of perceived safety as it relates to participants’ scores on the MCKAS, 
WPAS, MEIM, or other measures, sense of personal responsibility, or even personal 
 
 
 
83 
agency may yield a better explanation regarding how safe participants felt during the 
Human Diversity course. 
 When asked what participants most benefited from in the Human Diversity lab, 
most indicated discussion time, many specifying that small group discussions provided 
time to increase self-awareness and reflect on emotionally charged material in a safe 
environment. The number of participants who benefitted from small group discussions 
may be a reflection of the perceived safety in that setting compared to the larger group 
discussions, especially as the instructors were less often present during small group 
discussions and therefore may have less opportunity to engage in the negative evaluations 
about which several respondents were concerned. Many commented on the importance of 
hearing other student’s or instructors’ experiences, an aspect of learning deemed critically 
important by other multicultural training researchers (DeRicco & Sciarra, 2005; Heppner 
& O’Brien, 1994; Neville et al., 1996; Tomlinson-Clarke, 2000; Wasson & Jackson, 
2002). As discussed above, discussion or processing time may also relate directly to 
participant expectations of and satisfaction with the course, perceptions about instructors, 
comfort with various material, as well as participant scores on the MCKAS, WPAS, and 
MEIM. Further evaluation of discussion time versus quality of discussion during 
multicultural training courses could also be vital to our understanding of the processes of 
change involved in training more multiculturally competent clinicians. 
 Experiential activities were frequently rated as most beneficial and seemed to be 
revealing about the experience of those with minority status, to provide exposure to 
various groups, and to provide time to serve the community. The Holding Hands exercise 
was listed as the eighth most helpful course component out of 22 items, confirming the 
 
 
 
84 
significance of this exercise for many participants. This finding seems to be consistent 
with other researchers’ reports of a qualitatively significant change in a single 
participant’s attitudes and awareness after a multicultural immersion experience 
(DeRicco & Sciarra, 2005). Immersion or exposure to diverse people may therefore be 
extremely important to perceived changes during multicultural training experiences. 
However, the thematic development regarding community site placements was 
inconsistent with participant reports on the CCQ. The volunteer experience was only 
listed as the twelfth most helpful course component out of 22 items, though this rating is 
somewhat consistent with the lower percentage of respondents who qualitatively reported 
on the helpfulness of the volunteer experience. It is possible that students had such 
disparate experiences of their volunteer placements that the average scores on the CCQ 
are not representative of the complex nature of participants’ experiences. Additionally, a 
small number of participants reported not finishing their hours at their site placements or 
not having much contact with people during their volunteer experiences. Scores for those 
who did not have much exposure to diverse people during their volunteer time may have 
skewed the quantitative data.  
 A last group of respondents reported finding the guest speakers most beneficial 
from the class, though they had only been asked to respond regarding the lab component 
of the course. This finding is consistent with responses to the CCQ for the class. 
Participants rated all guest speakers within the top 15 of the 46 items on the CCQ, and all 
but one guest speaker was rated in the top 6. It is also consistent with other research on 
counseling students who reported finding guest speakers most beneficial during a 
multicultural course (Heppner & O’Brien, 1994; Neville et al., 1996). 
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 Many participants reported least benefitting from the large group discussions 
during the lab, indicating these discussions were chaotic and awkward and that time was 
wasted trying to elicit discussion on a saturated topic. These discussions may have been 
too far from the desired type of discussions participants reported were helpful in that they 
did not provide as much opportunity to process or reflect and thereby increase self 
awareness. However, the current participants may also have personality traits or 
characteristics (e.g., being introverts rather than extroverts) that made large group 
discussions uncomfortable in general, regardless of the topic. The perceived lack of 
adequate processing or discussion time may also be directly related to the lack of change 
reported on the MCKAS Awareness subscale at posttest. If respondents did not have time 
to reflect or discuss material, it may have been more challenging to develop increased 
awareness regarding the material presented. In contrast, previous training may have 
influenced what participants found most and least helpful during the Human Diversity 
course.  
 The formats or approaches to teaching utilized during the Human Diversity course 
(e.g., exposure, experiential activities, discussion, lectures) may have influenced 
participants’ perceptions of the helpfulness of various course components. For example, 
Barise (2000) sampled two groups of social worker students in the same university; one 
group from the special bachelor’s in social worker program and one from the regular 
bachelor’s social worker program. Students in the special program already had another 
bachelor’s degree in an unspecified area of study. Though all students demonstrated an 
increase in multicultural awareness and knowledge after taking a case-based multicultural 
course, only the special group showed a significant positive difference between the case-
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based and lecture-based methods of instruction on multicultural knowledge. Further 
exploration of the relationship between teaching style and student perceptions of 
helpfulness is warranted, however, as the research on this topic is not conclusive (Berg, 
2001; Walker, 2000). In this case experiential activities, in-depth class discussions, and 
exposure to speakers’ and other students’ personal experiences with human diversity 
were described the most helpful components of the Human Diversity course as opposed 
to more didactic learning, which may have been influenced by such factors as unmet 
expectations specifically related to the class, frustration with the lack of discussion time, 
or more perceived comfort and openness in lab professors regarding processing 
emotionally challenging material.  
 When making recommendations to improve the course, most participants 
endorsed a desire for more discussion time and more depth of discussion, emphasizing 
the need for meaningful discussion in small groups, which is consistent with other 
research regarding participant feedback after a multicultural training (Finkel, et al., 2003; 
Heppner & O’Brien, 1994). When responding on this subject, participants frequently 
reported anger and frustration regarding the lack of discussion time, especially following 
the presentation of emotionally provocative information. Some authors have reported on 
the necessity of instructor support for students as they process experiences during a 
cultural immersion experience (DeRicco & Sciarra, 2005). They emphasize that students 
need to be encouraged to process their feelings and experiences in order to learn 
effectively, a suggestion championed by many participants of the current study. It seems 
appropriate to reiterate the notion that respondents in this sample desired more of a 
multicultural immersion experience than they received, despite the fact that the course 
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was not designed to be entirely an immersion experience. Additionally, increased 
discussion time for students may result in greater increases in Multicultural Awareness 
that were not found in the present study (Smith et al., 2006). 
 Most participants who provided an interview reported that the most helpful 
aspects of the Human Diversity course were processing time, depth of conversation, and 
having intimate small group settings rather than specific activities or events that occurred 
during the course. However, many respondents indicated a desire to improve the course 
by addressing the course structure or changing specific content. These suggestions seem 
to be consistent with other findings in that a small number of graduate students (12%) 
reported class content and structure were impediments to making desired changes during 
a multicultural course (Neville et al., 1996). This also seems to be consistent with average 
ratings of some specific course components on the CCQ that were also reported to be 
unhelpful. For example, as has been found in previous research (Heppner & O’Brien), 
participants reported a desire for fewer videos and for many videos, a large number of 
participants did not remember having watched the films.  
 The range of participant responses regarding programmatic attention to clinical 
diversity training may be related to participant expectations of or satisfaction with the 
course, with those who are less satisfied with their clinical diversity training overall 
expecting less from the course. However, the large number of respondents who reported 
that the School of Professional Psychology has not attended to their clinical diversity 
training well or at all is consistent with other reports of diversity training at a program 
level (Gipson, 2002). It may also be beneficial to compare those who believed the 
program had attended to their diversity training well versus poorly on other measures 
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such as the MCKAS, WPAS, MEIM, and certain demographic components such as 
previous diversity training both within the current doctoral program and preceding entry 
into the current program. Those who found their diversity training lacking at a program 
level may have significantly more diversity training compared to those who found their 
diversity training acceptable. 
 Interestingly, a number of participants reported on what they believed to be the 
purpose of the Human Diversity course despite never having been asked specifically 
about the course purpose. All participants had varied beliefs about the purpose of the 
course, but it seemed important for a number of participants to have a purpose or goal to 
work toward even if one was not explicitly stated. Greater clarity regarding the purpose 
of the course could help students form appropriate expectations and subsequently may 
contribute to increased satisfaction or more consistent agreement regarding whether or 
not course goals were met. 
Strengths 
 The present study may be most beneficial to researchers and instructors and 
administrators working with graduate students in the School of Professional Psychology 
at Pacific University. For those specifically associated with the program of study, it is 
interesting to note that students overwhelmingly asked for more: more discussion time 
about emotionally provocative material presented in the course, more depth of discussion, 
more consistency across the course, and more from other faculty and administrators at a 
programmatic level regarding human diversity training. Additionally, it may be 
heartening to learn that students are learning, therefore human diversity training in this 
program has been effective to some degree. Additionally, this was one of few attempts to 
 
 
 
89 
integrate qualitative and quantitative information about student change and perceptions of 
their multicultural training, an approach that has been emphasized in importance by 
multiple researchers (Phillips & Fischer, 1998; Speight et al., 1995).  
When viewed in conjunction with the present literature on the effects of 
multicultural training on graduate clinical psychology students, the present study may 
also be beneficial to other program instructors working with graduate clinical psychology 
students on multicultural training. When viewed from this perspective, it is interesting to 
discover that the results of this study are in many ways consistent with existing research 
about multicultural training effectiveness with graduate clinical psychology students. 
However, some interesting findings were discovered in the present study that could 
potentially add to researchers understanding of the complexities of multicultural training 
among graduate clinical psychology students. Additionally, this study adds to the 
literature specifically regarding clinical psychology students; a population studied less 
frequently than other graduate psychology students.  
Limitations 
Due to the limited criteria for participant selection, this study may not be 
generalizable to other groups. Additionally, due to the limited time frame for this study, it 
is not possible to compare results from multiple years of this course (e.g., we cannot 
compare the class of 2008 to the class of 2009). Results may therefore be applicable only 
to Pacific University’s School of Professional Psychology and to the students enrolled in 
the Human Diversity course during Summer 2008 term. The absence of a control group 
for comparison also prevented researchers from evaluating potential changes that may 
occur as a factor of time or participation in a clinical graduate psychology program. 
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Similarly, participants were not compared based on the class section or lab section they 
attended and therefore may have experienced differences in content and teaching style 
from their different class instructors.  
Self-selection of participants in both questionnaires and interviews may attract a 
type of student that is not representative of the entire population. For example, students 
who are more open to discussing their experiences and/or who may have more negative 
perceptions of the course may be more likely to volunteer for an individual interview. 
Additionally, minority students may have felt less inclined to participate in this study if 
the purpose was perceived to be discriminatory or exclusive in any way.  
Finally, between pre- and post-test data collection, participants often discussed 
their reactions to the course as it progressed, both in and outside of the classroom, per 
their reports during the interviews. Qualitative and quantitative responses, therefore, were 
likely influenced to some degree by other participants and by those who opted not to 
participate in the study. The themes and quantitative results described above may 
therefore already represent an amalgamation of a group formulation of reactions to and 
perceptions of the course. Similarly, during the interview participants were not asked to 
differentiate responses between their experiences with the class and experiences with the 
lab. Interpretation of the qualitative results, therefore, may have limited application to the 
class or lab depending upon what part of the course participants responded to, though this 
may be difficult to determine. Future research should therefore separate interview 
questions between class and lab components. 
Future Directions 
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 Though the present research findings are not entirely conclusive, they do add to 
the literature in some important areas. However, future research regarding contributing 
factors to the effectiveness of multicultural training is necessary to better understand the 
complex relationships between clinical psychology student perceptions and reported 
changes after taking a human diversity course. It would be wise to continue the study of 
graduate clinical psychology students taking the Human Diversity course in the School of 
Professional Psychology at Pacific University to determine whether or not changes were 
related to factors specific to the cohort studied. Additionally, adding qualitative 
components to the study of other graduate level psychology students and the 
effectiveness of multicultural training could be extremely rewarding when considering 
improvements to training approaches or deeper understanding of the mechanisms 
responsible for student reported changes or lack thereof. This may be especially true 
when one considers the consistent finding that, while multicultural training seems to have 
significant effects on students’ perceptions of their own multicultural knowledge and 
awareness, the effect sizes are consistently small to moderate (Smith et al., 2006). 
Additionally, as some researchers have reported increases in graduate psychology 
students’ self-reported multicultural awareness and knowledge as a function of time spent 
in graduate school (Berg, 2001; Brooks & Kahn, 1990) it would be prudent for future 
researchers to determine the potential moderating effects of participation in graduate 
school or the passing of time on changes on various measures of multicultural 
competence. 
 Researchers and instructors may also benefit from further research regarding the 
current findings that participants reported no change in white privilege remorse and 
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willingness to confront white privilege. Examination of why students reported no change 
on these measures may increase instructor effectiveness in encouraging students to act 
upon reported changes in white privilege awareness and multicultural knowledge. 
Additionally, it may be beneficial to study the differences necessary in course design and 
student engagement in order to affect behavior change versus changes in awareness and 
knowledge. 
 Similarly, additional research on student reported ethnic identity and the relation 
between this concept and multicultural knowledge and awareness and diversity training 
may also be of future benefit. One researcher discovered more graduate psychology 
students reported openness to explore issues concerning race following a multicultural 
training (Jordan, 2007). Although actual involvement with ones’ ethnic group may not 
have changed for the participants of this study, it would be interesting to know if their 
intended involvement or willingness to explore ethnic identity changed in relation to 
having taken a human diversity course. 
 Finally, further qualitative research regarding student perceptions of multicultural 
training and the advantages or disadvantages to various training approaches will be 
integral to the development of more effective multicultural training. Interacting effects of 
students’ perceptions of instructor comfort, openness, and helpfulness, of students’ 
perceived safety and the meaning of safety in relation to change, as well as of students’ 
expectations of and satisfaction with multicultural training experiences could be 
tremendously revealing about the hindering or promoting factors associated with 
multicultural training effectiveness.   
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CONCLUSION 
 The effectiveness of multicultural training in graduate psychology programs is 
receiving increasing attention (Littrell & Salas, 2005). It is clear that multicultural 
training effectively consistently contributes to graduate psychology student changes on a 
number of measures, though the literature remains somewhat mixed regarding what 
changes consistently. In the present study, multicultural knowledge, white privilege 
awareness, and anticipated costs of white privilege increased significantly after taking a 
required human diversity course while multicultural awareness, white privilege remorse, 
willingness to confront white privilege, and ethnic identity did not change. Additionally, 
female participants scored significantly higher than males on white privilege remorse, 
multicultural knowledge, and multicultural awareness at posttest, though no other group 
differences were found. Additionally, the present study added a qualitative analysis of 
student perceptions of multicultural training that has been somewhat neglected in the 
literature regarding multicultural training effectiveness to date. Student expectations, 
discussion of group membership, perceptions of professor comfort and openness or 
reactions to professor teaching approaches, perceptions of safety, specific course 
components, and perceptions of programmatic diversity training quality may influence 
multicultural training effectiveness in interesting ways that only continued research will 
elucidate. Future research on multicultural training effectiveness that utilizes strong and 
diverse methodology (e.g., control groups, longitudinal designs, mixed method designs) 
 
 
 
94 
and explores both contributing factors to multicultural training effectiveness as well as 
ways to improve multicultural training is extremely important. As the field of 
multicultural training research has progressed from the question of multicultural training 
necessity to multicultural training effectiveness, it seems that the next direction for 
researchers to take is how to maximize training opportunities in order to affect the most 
change among graduate psychology students and thereby promote the development of 
culturally competent clinicians. 
 
 
 
95 
REFERENCES 
Alcalde, J., & Walsh-Bowers, R. (1996). Community psychology values and the culture 
of graduate training: A self-study. American Journal of Community Psychology, 
24, 389-411. 
Allison, K., Crawford, I., Echemendia, R., Robinson, L., & Knepp, D. (1994). Human 
diversity and professional competence: Training in clinical and counseling 
psychology revisited. American Psychologist, 14, 792-796. 
American Psychological Association (1991). Survey of U.S. graduate departments of 
psychology 1978-1979. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved May 15th, 2008 from 
www.apa.org database.  
Aponte, J. F., & Aponte, C. E. (2000). Educating and training professionals to work with 
ethnic populations in the twenty-first century. In J. F. Aponte & J. Wohl (Eds.), 
Psychological Intervention and Cultural Diversity (2nd edition). Allyn and Bacon: 
Boston, MA. 
Avery, D. R., Tonidandel, S., Thomas, K. M., Johnson, C. D., & Mack, D. A. (2008). 
Assessing the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure for measurement equivalence 
across racial and ethnic groups. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 67, 
877-888. 
Baich, S. J. (1999). Developing a workshop for training psychologists in the area of 
religion and spirituality in clinical practice. Dissertation Abstracts International, 
60, 2-B. 
 
 
 
96 
Barise, A. (2000). The effectiveness of case-based instruction vs. the lecture-discussion 
method in multicultural social work. Dissertation Abstracts International, 61, 6-
A. 
Berg, D. A. (2001). Masters level multicultural training for school and mental health 
counselors: Effects on perceived levels of multicultural competence. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 61, 10-A. 
Bernal, M. E., & Castro, F. G. (1994). Are clinical psychologists prepared for service and 
research with ethnic minorities?: Report of a decade of progress. American 
Psychologist, 49, 797-805. 
Bernal, M. A., Sirolli, A. A., Weisser, S. K., Ruiz, J. A., Chamberlain, V. J., & Knight, 
G. P. (1999). Relevance of multicultural training to students’ applications to 
clinical psychology programs. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority 
Psychology, 5, 43-55. 
Berry, T. L. (2005). Approaches for teaching diversity in an APA accredited clinical 
psychology program. Dissertation Abstracts International, 66, 4-B.  
Biaggio, M., Orchard, S., Larson, J., Petrino, K., & Mihara, R. (2003). Guidelines for 
gay/lesbian/bisexual-affirmative educational practices in graduate psychology 
programs. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 34, 548-554. 
Bluestone, H. H., Stokes, A., & Kuba, S. A. (1996). Toward an integrated program 
design: Evaluating the status of diversity training in a graduate school curriculum. 
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 27, 394-400. 
Brooks, G. S., & Kahn, S. E. (1990). Evaluation of a course in gender and cultural issues. 
Counselor Education and Supervision, 30, 67-75. 
 
 
 
97 
Brooks, B. L., Mintz, A. R., & Dobson, K. S. (2004). Diversity training in Canadian 
predoctoral clinical psychology internships: A survey of directors of internship 
training. Canadian Psychology, 45, 308-312. 
Brown, S. P., Parham, T. A., & Yonker, R. (1996). Influence of a cross-cultural training 
course on racial identity attitudes of White women and men: Preliminary 
perspectives. Journal of Counseling & Development, 74, 510-516. 
Cameron, S. C. (1990). An analysis of multicultural counseling courses: Selected 
outcomes. Dissertation Abstracts International, 50, 11-A. 
Carney, C. G., & Kahn, K. B. (1984). Building competencies for effective cross-cultural 
counseling: A developmental view. The Counseling Psychologist, 12, 111-119. 
Case, K. A. (2007). Raising white privilege awareness and reducing racial prejudice: 
Assessing diversity course effectiveness. Teaching of Psychology, 34, 231-235.  
Chao, R. (2006). Counselors’ multicultural competencies: Race, training, ethnic identity, 
and color blind racial attitudes. In G. R. Walz, J. C. Bleuer, & R. K. Yep, (Eds.), 
Vistas: Compelling perspectives on counseling. (pp. 73-76). Alexandria, VA: 
American Counseling Association.   
Clark, V. L. P., Creswell, J. W., Green, D. O., & Shope, R. J. (2008). Mixing quantitative 
and qualitative approaches: An introduction to emergent mixed methods 
research. In S. N. Hesse-Biber & P. Leavy (Eds.), Handbook of Emergent 
Methods. (pp. 363-387). New York, NY: Guildford Press. 
Constantine M. G. (2001). Predictors of observer ratings of multicultural counseling 
competence in Black, Latino, and White American trainees. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 48, 456-462. 
 
 
 
98 
Creswell, J. W., Hanson, W. E., Clark, V. L. P., & Morales, A. (2007). Qualitative 
research designs: Selection and implementation. The Counseling Psychologist, 35, 
236-264. 
Cumming-McCann, A. (1999). Multicultural counseling competencies and racial identity 
development of practicing vocational rehabilitation counselors. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 60, 7-A. 
D’Andrea, M., Daniels, J., & Heck, R. (1991). Evaluating the impact of multicultural 
training. Journal of Counseling & Development, 70, 143-150. 
Davis-Russell, E., Forbes, W. T., Bascuas, J., & Duran, E. (1992). Ethnic diversity and 
the core curriculum. In R. L. Peterson, J. D. McHolland, R. J. Bent, E. Davis-
Russell, G. E. Edwall, K. Polite, D. L. Singer, & G. Stricker, (Eds.), The Core 
Curriculum in Professional Psychology. (pp. 147-151). Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association. 
DeRicco, J. N., & Sciarra, D. T. (2005). The immersion experience in multicultural 
counselor training: Confronting covert racism. Journal of Multicultural 
Counseling and Development, 33, 2-16. 
Finkel, M. J., Storaasli, R. D., Bandele, A., & Schaefer, V. (2003). Diversity training in 
graduate school: An exploratory evaluation of the Safe Zone project. Professional 
Psychology: Research and Practice, 34, 555-561. 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An 
introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Gelo, O., Braakmann, D., & Benetka, G. (2008). Quantitative and qualitative research: 
Beyond the debate. Integrated Psychological Behavior, 42, 266-290. 
 
 
 
99 
Gipson, C. H. (2002). Ethnic identity, multicultural training, and white racial attitudes. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 63, 8-B. 
Hayes, R. B. (2004). Religious diversity and psychotherapy: Attitudes and training of 
psychology graduate students. Dissertation Abstracts International, 64, 11-B. 
Heppner, M. J., & O’Brien, K. M., (1994). Multicultural counselor training: Students’ 
perceptions of helpful and hindering events. Counselor Education and 
Supervision, 34, 4-18. 
Hertzsprung, E. A. M., & Dobson, K. S. (2000). Diversity training: Conceptual issues and 
practices for Canadian clinical psychology programs. Canadian Psychology, 41, 
184-191. 
Hill, C. E., Knox, S., Thompson, B. J., Williams, E. N., Hess, S. A., & Ladany, N. 
(2005). Consensual qualitative research: An update. Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 52, 196-205. 
Hills, H. I., & Strozier, A. L. (1992). Multicultural training in APA-approved counseling 
psychology programs: A survey. Professional Psychology: Research and 
Practice, 23, 43-51. 
Joffres, C., & Rockwood, K. (2006). The use of qualitative research. In Rockwood, K., & 
Gauthier, S. (Eds). Trial designs and outcomes in dementia therapeutic research. 
(pp. 45-64).  
Jordan, E. X. (2007). Multicultural training and white racial identity development: Does 
change occur, and if so, what are the traits associated with it? Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 68, 7-A. 
 
 
 
100 
Keim, J., Warring, D. F., & Ran, R. (2001). Impact of multicultural training in school 
psychology and education students. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 28, 249- 
252. 
Littrell, L. N., & Salas, E. (2005). A review of cross-cultural training: Best practices, 
guidelines, and research needs. Human Resource Development Review, 4, 305-
334. 
Lopez, S. R., Grover, K. P., Holland, D., Johnson, M. J., Kain, C. D., Kanel, K., Mellins, 
C. A., & Rhyne, M. C. (1989). Development of culturally sensitive 
psychotherapists. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 20, 369-376. 
Magyar-Moe, J. L., Pedrotti, J. T., Edwards, L. M., Ford, A. I., Petersen, S. E., 
Rasmussen, H. N., & Ryder, J. A. (2005). Perceptions of multicultural training in 
predoctoral internship programs: A survey of interns and training directors. 
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 36, 446-450.  
McKellop, T. J. (1997). Relationship between white racial identity attitudes and self-
reported multicultural counseling competencies for counselor education students. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 58, A-5. 
McRae, M. B., & Johnson, S. D., Jr. (1991). Toward training for competence in 
multicultural counselor education. Journal of Counseling and Development, 70, 
131-135. 
Melendez, M. P. (2007). Describing the impact of required diversity courses on 
beginning social work students developing multicultural competence. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 68, 6-A. 
 
 
 
101 
Miller, A. N., & Fellows, K. L. (2007). Negotiating white racial identity in multicultural 
courses: A model. In L. M. Cooks & J. S. Simpson, (Eds,). Whiteness, Pedagogy, 
Performance: Displacing Race, (pp. 49-66). Lanham, MD, US: Lexington 
Books/Rowman & Littlefield.  
Murphy, M. J., Park, J., & Lonsdale, N. J. (2006). Marriage and family therapy students’ 
change in multicultural counseling competencies after a diversity course. 
Contemporary Family Therapy, 28, 303-311. 
Murray-Garcia, J. L., Harrell, S., Garcia, J. A., Gizzi, E., & Simms-Mackey, P. (2005). 
Self-reflection in multicultural training: Be careful what you ask for. Academic 
Medicine, 80, 694-701.  
Neville, H. A., Heppner, M. J., Louie, C. E., Thompson, C. E., Brooks, L., & Baker, C. E. 
(1996). The impact of multicultural training on White racial identity attitudes and 
therapy competencies. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 27, 83-
89. 
Pacific University School of Professional Psychology. (2007). Clinical psychology 
course descriptions. Hillsboro, OR: Author. Retrieved April 24, 2007, from 
http://www.pacificu.edu/spp/courses/clinicalcourses.cfm. 
Parker, W. M., Moore, M. A., & Neimeyer, G. J. (1998). Altering white racial identity 
and interracial comfort through multicultural training. Journal of Counseling & 
Development, 76, 302-310. 
Phinney, J. (1992). The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure: A new scale for use with  
adolescents and young adults from diverse groups. Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 7, 156-176. 
 
 
 
102 
Pinterits, E. J., Poteat, V. P., & Spanierman, L. B. (2009). The White Privilege Attitudes 
Scale: Development and initial validation. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 56, 
417-429. 
Ponterotto, J. G., & Casas, J. M. (1991). Handbook of racial/ethnic minority counseling 
research. Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas. 
Ponterotto, J. G., & Potere, J. C. (2003). The Multicultural Counseling Knowledge and 
Awareness Scale (MCKAS): Validity, reliability, and user guidelines. In D. B. 
Pope-Davis, H. L. K. Coleman, W. M. Liu, & R. L. Toporek (Eds.),  Handbook of 
multicultural competencies in counseling and psychology (pp. 137-153). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
Ponterotto, J.G., Gretchen, D., Utsey, S. O., Riger, B. P., & Austin, R.  (2002). A revision 
of the multicultural counseling awareness scale.  Journal of Multicultural 
Counseling and Development, 30, 153-181. 
Ponterotto, J. G., Gretchen, D., Utsey, S. O., Stracuzzi, T., & Saya, R. Jr. (2003). The  
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM): Psychometric review and further 
validity testing. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 63(3), 502-515. 
Ponterotto, J. G., Rieger, B. T., Barrett, A., Harris, G., Sparks, R., Sanchez, C. M., et al. 
(1996). Development and initial validation of the Multicultural Counseling and 
Awareness Scale. In. G. R. Sodowsky & J. C. Impara (Eds.), Multicultural 
assessment in counseling and clinical psychology (pp. 247-282). Lincoln, NE: 
Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 
 
 
 
103 
Pope-Davis, Reynolds, Dings, & Ottavi, (1994). Multicultural competencies of doctoral 
interns at university counseling centers: An exploratory investigation. 
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 25, 466-470. 
Pope-Davis, D. B., Reynolds, A. L., Dings, J. G., & Nielson, D. (1995). Examining 
multicultural counseling competencies of graduate students in psychology. 
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 26, 322-329. 
Reyes, M. B. (2002). Religious diversity and the training of North American clinical 
psychologists. University of Miami, Coral Gables, Florida… 
Ridley, C. R., Mendoza, D. W., & Kanitz, B. E. (1994). Multicultural training: 
Reexamination, operationalization, and integration. The Counseling Psychologist, 
22, 227-289. Retrieved April 24, 2007, from PsychINFO database. 
Salvador, C. M. (1998). Effects of the intercultural awareness development courses on 
first year students' multicultural competency. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 58, 11-B. 
Shanbhag, M. G. (1998). The role of covert racial prejudice, attitudinal ambivalence, and 
guilt in receptivity to multicultural training. Dissertation Abstracts International, 
59, 9-B. 
Smith, T. B., Constantine, M. G., Dunn, T. W., Dinehart, J. M., & Montoya, J. A. (2006). 
Multicultural education in the mental health professions: A meta-analytic review. 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 53, 132-145. 
Speight, S. L., Thomas, A. J., Kennel, R. G., & Anderson, M. E. (1995). Operationalizing 
multicultural training in doctoral programs and internships. Professional 
Psychology: Research and Practice, 26, 401-406. 
 
 
 
104 
Steward, R. J., Wright, D. J., Jackson, J. D., & Jo, H. I. (1998). The relationship between 
multicultural counseling training and the evaluation of culturally sensitive and 
culturally insensitive counselors. Journal of Multicultural Counseling and 
Development, 26, 205-217. 
Suarez-Balcazar, Y., Durlak, J. A., & Smith, C. (1994). Multicultural training practices in 
community psychology programs. American Journal of Community Psychology, 
22, 785-798. 
Sue, D. W., Bernier, J. E., Durran, A., Feinberg, L., Pedersen, P., Smith, E. J., Vasquez-
Nuttall, E. (1982). Position paper: Cross-cultural counseling competencies. The 
Counseling Psychologist, 10, 45-52. 
Tomlinson-Clarke, S. (2000). Assessing outcomes in a multicultural training course: A 
qualitative study. Counselling Psychology Quarterly, 13, 221-231. 
Tori, C. D., & Ducker, D. G. (2004). Sustaining the commitment to multiculturalism: A 
longitudinal study in a graduate psychology program. Professional Psychology: 
Research & Practice, 35, 649-657. 
U.S. Census Bureau (2010). Self-described religious identification of adult population. 
Washington, D.C.: Author. Retrieved January 31, 2010 from 
http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/2010/tables/10s0075.xls. 
Walker, T. D. (2000). Effectiveness of multicultural training: Examination of experiential 
and didactic teaching styles on multicultural awareness training outcomes. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 60, 12-A.  
Wasson, D. H., & Jackson, M. H. (2002).  Assessing cross-cultural sensitivity awareness:  
 
 
 
105 
A basis for curriculum change. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 29(4), 265-
276. 
Yutrzenka, B. A. (1995). Making a case for training in ethnic and cultural diversity in 
increasing treatment efficacy. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 63, 
197-206. 
 
 
 
106 
APPENDIX A 
GPSY814: HUMAN DIVERSITY 
Summer 2008 Syllabus 
 
LECTURE:        1:00-4:30 Thursdays   
ROOMS:         PSC 432 (Moonshine) and 419 (Christiansen) 
INSTRUCTORS:        Cathy Moonshine, Ph.D., MAC, CADC III 
     Lisa R. Christiansen, Psy.D.  
CREDIT HOURS:     3 
MAXIMUM ENROLLMENT:      25 in each section 
 
INSTRUCTORS’ CONTACT INFORMATION: 
Dr. Moonshine     Dr. Christiansen 
PSC 611      PSC 410  
503-352-2618        503-352-2627 
drmoonshine@pacificu.edu     lisac@pacificu.edu  
Office Hours by appointment    Office Hours by appointment  
 
BRIEF COURSE DESCRIPTION 
This course presents a framework for a psychology of human diversity and considers 
philosophical and paradigmatic principles and applications to practice and research.  
Human diversity is broadly defined to include sexual orientation, gender, ethnicity, age, 
disability, socioeconomic status, and other dimensions of identity.  Students will develop 
an approach that is culturally proficient and the skills to develop clinical practices that are 
responsive to a broad range of diversity issues. 
 
REQUIRED TEXTS:  
Pedersen, P. B., Draguns, J. G., Lonner, W. J., & Trimble, J. E. (2007). Counseling 
across cultures, 6th edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. ISBN: 9781412927390 
 
REQUIRED READINGS:   
A course reading packet is available at the PU Bookstore and additional on-line readings 
are included in the list of required readings at end of syllabus.  Other supplementary 
readings may be assigned and will either be distributed in class or placed on reserve in 
the library. 
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DIVERSITY 
Issues of cultural and individual diversity are the primary focus of this course. 
 
OBJECTIVES OF THE COURSE:  
This course is designed to provide a foundation for clinical practice, research, and 
intervention with multicultural populations.  It addresses terms and definitions, 
knowledge of issues affecting specific populations, guidelines and ethics when dealing 
with diverse groups, and research issues when investigating constructs and collecting 
data.  Most importantly, the course is designed to challenge the student to think critically 
about the many ways in which human diversity pertains to one’s work as a clinical 
psychologist. 
EVALUATION/GRADING:  
Course grades will be assigned based on the following requirements, assignments, and 
criteria.  See attendance policy below for further grading requirements. 
The distribution of points/percentages is as follows. 
 
Reaction Papers (10)   100 20% 
Interview Assignment   100 20% 
Diversity Case Presentation  150 30% 
Treatment Modification  150 30% 
   TOTAL 500 100% 
 
GRADE TOTAL PERCENT 
 A  90% or above 
 B  80% to 89% 
 F  79% and below 
 
Descriptions of assignments follow: 
1. Reaction Papers: The purpose of the reaction papers is to provide students with an 
opportunity to integrate their experiences outside of the class with course topics and 
readings.  Given that some students are less talkative in class than others, the reaction 
paper serves as a way for those students to demonstrate their learning and 
communicate their ideas. Reaction papers are to be submitted at or before the 
beginning of class each week either in paper form or electronically.  Late papers will 
not be accepted!  Submit no more than a 1-page typed discussion with observations 
related to course readings and activities.  Each entry should include one or more 
thought-provoking question based on that week’s reading assignment.  Please place 
your question(s) at the top of the page.  Reaction papers will be read only by the 
instructor, though discussion questions may be used in class.   
 
2. Interview Assignment:  You will be asked to interview one or two people who are 
different from you in some way related to the diversity dimensions discussed in this 
class.  You will submit a written summary of the interviews, discuss your reactions to 
the interview experience, and evaluate your cultural competency if the interviewee 
 
 
 
108 
was presenting as a client.  The purpose of this assignment is to hone your 
interview/information gathering skills and to provide you with exposure to talking 
with people who are different from you about diversity. 
 
3. Diversity Case Presentation:  In small groups (2-4 people) you will present a clinical 
vignette to the class and lead a class discussion. Your group will develop a vignette to 
distribute in class. Vignettes must include at least 3 diversity components. In class 
your group will go over the case and outline the applicable information from 
readings, research and standards of care. Your group will then lead the class in 
discussion of therapeutic issues, case conceptualization, and culturally competent 
treatment. The group will also present professional, on-line and community resources 
related to the case. The presentation and discussion are expected to last 30-45 
minutes. Presentations will begin week 5 and will be scheduled on a first ask, first 
choice basis.  
 
4. Treatment Modification: This assignment focuses on adapting an empirically 
validated treatment for use with a specific diverse population.  This assignment is 
designed to complement the intervention course series to aid students in modifying 
treatments for clients with diverse identities/backgrounds. The assignment includes a 
formal poster presentation.  
 
ATTENDANCE POLICY: 
Attendance and participation is a vital part of this course, as much of the course content is 
disseminated through discussions, guest speakers, and other activities that occur in-class.  
Therefore, the following attendance policy is in effect: 
 
 One absence will have no impact on your final grade 
 Two absences will result in a 25 point (5%) deduction from your final grade 
 Three absences will result in a 50 point (10%) deduction from your final grade 
 More than three absences will result in failure of the course 
 
There will be no exceptions to the above stated policy.   
 
ACADEMIC HONESTY AND PROFESSIONALISM: 
As developing psychology professionals, students are expected to conduct themselves in 
an appropriate fashion in regard to both academic and interpersonal functioning.  
Students are expected to complete the readings and to turn in required assignments on 
time. In addition, the classroom environment should be one of mutual respect.  
Professional conduct involves interactions both within and outside of the classroom, 
among peers, and between students and faculty.   
Students are responsible for their own work on tests, papers, and all other assignments.  
This does not prohibit you from working in groups or collaborating with colleagues, but 
the final product must be your own except on assigned group projects.  Academic 
dishonesty will not be tolerated and has the potential to severely affect your professional 
career if committed. 
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LEARNING SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 
Services and accommodations are available to students covered under the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. If you require accommodations in this course, you must 
immediately contact Edna K. Gehring, Director of Learning Support Services for 
Students with Disabilities at 359-2107 or e-mail her at LSS@pacificu.edu. She will meet 
with you, review the documentation of your disability, and discuss the services Pacific 
University offers and any accommodations you require for specific courses. It is 
extremely important that you begin this process at the beginning of the semester. Please 
do not wait until the first assignment or test. 
READINGS 
 
Text 
Pedersen, P. B., Draguns, J. G., Lonner, W. J., & Trimble, J. E. (2007). Counseling 
across cultures, 6th edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. ISBN: 9781412927390 
 
Pacific’s E-journals 
Arredondo, P., Toporek, R., Pack Brown, S., Jones, J., Locke, D.C., Sanchez, J. et al. 
(1996).   
Operationalization of the multicultural counseling competencies.  Journal of 
Multicultural Counseling and Development, 24 (1), 42-78.   
Beecher, M. E., Rabe, R. A., & Wilder, L. K. (2004). Practical guidelines for counseling 
students with disabilities. Journal of College Counseling, 7, 83-89 
Evans, G. W. (2004). The environment of childhood poverty. American Psychologist, 59 
(2), 77-92.  
Smart, J. F., & Smart, D. W. (2006). Models of disability: Implications for the counseling  
profession. Journal of Counseling & Development, 84, 29-40. 
Sue, D. W. (2001). Multidimensional facets of cultural competence. The Counseling 
Psychologist, 29 (6), 790-821. 
Course Pack 
Alderfer, C. P. (1994).  A white man’s perspective on the unconscious processes within 
Black-White relations in the United States.  In E. J. Trickett, R. J. Watts, & D. 
Birman (Eds.), Human diversity: Perspectives on people in context (pp. 201-229).  
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.   
Nelson, N., & Probst, T. (2004). Multiple minority individuals: Multiplying the risk of 
workplace harassment and discrimination.  In J. L. Chin (Ed.) The psychology of 
prejudice and discrimination (pp. 193-217). Westport, CT: Praeger. 
Roysircar – Sodowsky, G., & Maestas, M. V. (2000). Acculturation, ethnic identity, and  
acculturative stress: Evidence and measurement. In R. H. Dana (Ed.), Handbook 
of cross-cultural and multicultural personality assessment (pp. 131-172). 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  
 
APA Online Publications 
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American Psychological Association. (2002). Guidelines on multicultural education, 
training, research, practice, and organization change for psychologists. 
Washington, DC: Author. www.apa.org/practice/prof.html 
American Psychological Association. (2000). Guidelines for psychotherapy with lesbian, 
gay, and bisexual clients. www.apa.org/pi/lgbc/guidelines.html#1 or 
www.apa.org/pi/lgbc/publications/guidelines.html  
American Psychological Association.  (2004). Guidelines for psychological practice with 
older adults. 
www.apa.org/practice/Guidelines_for_Psychological_Practice_with_Older_Adult
s.pd  
Surgeon General’s Report Online Reading or PDF download U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (2001). Mental Health: Culture, Race, and Ethnicity - A 
supplement to Mental Health: A Report of the Surgeon General. Washington, 
D.C.: Author. www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/mentalhealth/cre or 
www.mentalhealth.org/cre/toc.asp   
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Course Schedule 
Date Topic Readings 
5/1 
Introduction and Cultural Self-Assessment 
Activity:  Introduce selves using the ADDRESSING model 
Video: Starting Small 
Pedersen et al. 1, 2 
5/8 
Cultural Competency 
Video: Town of Two Jaspers 
Reaction Paper #1 due 
Arredondo 
APA Multicultural Guidelines  
Sue 
5/15 
Privilege 
Video:  The Way Home 
Reaction Paper #2 due 
Pedersen et al. 13 
Alderfer 
5/22 
Culturally Competent Assessment & Diagnosis 
Video: Rhinos & Raspberries 
Reaction Paper #3 due 
Pedersen et al. 3, 4 
5/29 
Age and Disability 
Guest Speaker:  Elders in Action  
Video: Sunset Story 
Reaction Paper #4 due  
 Clinical Case Presentation #1 
APA Older Adult Guidelines 
Pedersen et al. 14 
Beecher 
Smart 
6/5 
Religion 
Guest Speaker:  Representatives Various Faiths 
Video: One Survivor Remembers 
Reaction Paper #5 & Interview Assignment due 
 Clinical Case Presentation #2 
Pedersen et al. 9, 20 
6/12 
Ethnicity 
Guest Speaker: Local Communities of Color 
Video: Mighty Times: The Children’s March 
Reaction Paper #6 due  
 Clinical Case Presentation #3 
Pedersen et al. 7, 8, 10 
Surgeon General’s Report: 3- 6 
6/19 
Indigenous Heritage & SES 
Guest Speaker:  NARA  
Video: People Like Us 
Reaction Paper #7 due  
 Clinical Case Presentation #4 
Pedersen et al. 5 
Evans 
6/26 
Sexual Orientation 
Guest Speaker:  GLBTQQ Individuals & Allies 
Video: Normal 
Reaction Paper #8 
Clinical Case Presentation #5 
Pedersen et al. 12 
APA LGB Guidelines 
7/3 No Class  
7/10 
Nationality and Multiple Minorities 
Guest Speaker: Bi-Racial & Multi-Ethnic Individuals 
Video: The New Americans 
Reaction Paper #9 due  
 Clinical Case Presentation #6 
Pedersen et al. 16, 17, 18 
Roysircar-Sodowsky 
Nelson 
7/17 
Gender and Wrapping Up 
Video: Real Women Have Curves 
Reaction Paper #10 & TX Modification slides due  
Clinical Case Presentation #7 
Pedersen et al. 11 
7/24 Poster Presentations  
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APPENDIX B 
 
Demographic questionnaire 
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APPENDIX C 
 
Course Components Questionnaire 
 
Listed below are a number of specific course components that you participated in as a 
student in the Human Diversity class (C) and lab (L) during Summer 2008.  Please circle 
the number that best represents how helpful you believe each specific course component 
was in increasing your awareness and knowledge in working with diverse clients.  If you 
do not remember the component listed, please circle “IDR”.  If you were absent during a 
course component, please circle “AB” 
 
1        2  3  4  5 IDR               AB 
Not      Somewhat         Neither      Somewhat      Very  I Don’t Absent 
Helpful    Unhelpful     Helpful Nor        Helpful       Helpful Remember   
At all       Unhelpful      
     
 
Required Readings 
C: Counseling Across Cultures (Pedersen, Draguns, Lonner, 
& Trimble) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Operationalization of the Multicultural Counseling 
Competencies (Arredondo, Toporek, Pack Brown, Jones, 
Locke, & Sanchez) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Practical Guidelines for Counseling Students with 
Disabilities (Beecher, Rabe, & Wilder) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: The Environment of Childhood Poverty (Evans) 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Models of Disability: Implications for the Counseling 
Profession (Smart & Smart) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Multidimensional Facets of Cultural Competence (Sue) 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: A White Man’s Perspective on the Unconscious 
Processes Within Black-White Relations in the United 
States (Alderfer) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Multiple Minority Individuals: Multiplying the Risk of 
Workplace Harassment and Discrimination (Nelson & 
Probst) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Acculturation, Ethnic Identity, and Acculturative Stress: 
Evidence and Measurement (Roysircar-Sodowsky & 
Maestas) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
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C: Guidelines on Multicultural Education, Training, 
Research, Practice, and Organization Change for 
Psychologists (APA) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Guidelines for Psychotherapy with Lesbian, Gay, and 
Bisexual Clients (APA) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Guidelines for Psychological Practice with Older Adults 
(APA) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Mental Health: Culture, Race, and Ethnicity – A 
Supplement to Mental Health: A Report of the Surgeon 
General  
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Why Are All the Black Kids Sitting Together in the 
Cafeteria? And Other Conversations About Race (Tatum) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: A Bound Man: Why We Are Excited About Obama and 
Why He Can’t Win (Steele) 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
 
1        2  3  4  5 IDR               AB 
Not      Somewhat         Neither      Somewhat      Very  I Don’t Absent 
Helpful    Unhelpful     Helpful Nor        Helpful       Helpful Remember   
At all       Unhelpful      
 
Lecture Topics in Class 
Cultural Self-Assessment 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Cultural Competency 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Privilege 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Culturally Competent Assessment and Diagnosis 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Age and Disability 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Religion 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Ethnicity 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Indigenous Heritage  1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
SES 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Sexual Orientation 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Nationality 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Multiple Minorities 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Gender 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
Guest Speakers in Class 
Religion: Salma Ahmad, Islamic Society of Greater 
Portland 
1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Religion: Rabbi Kahana 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Indigenous Heritage: Kelli Cunningham, NARA 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Sexual Orientation: Michael Chamberlain and his daughter 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
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Gender: Jessica Bolton, Transgender Youth 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
Discussion Topics in Lab 
Race/Ethnicity 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Sexual Orientation 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
SES 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
Videos 
C: Starting Small 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: The Color of Fear 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Sunset Story 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: One Survivor Remembers 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Real Women Have Curves 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: People Like Us 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: The New Americans 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Daughter from Danang 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: 30 Days - SES 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: The Mirror of Privilege 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: The Two Towns of Jasper 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Film Clip on the IAT 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
 
1        2  3  4  5 IDR               AB 
Not      Somewhat         Neither      Somewhat      Very  I Don’t Absent 
Helpful    Unhelpful     Helpful Nor        Helpful       Helpful Remember   
At all       Unhelpful      
 
Experiential Activities 
C: Introductions with ADDRESSING Model 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
C: Role Play of Initial Interview with Diverse Client 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Exploring Familiarity and Biases 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Step Forward/Step Back (SES) 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Holding Hands (Sexual Orientation) 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Implicit Association Test: Age 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Implicit Association Test: Gender-Science 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
L: Implicit Association Test: Race 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
Lab Diversity Immersion Experience 
Attendance at Community Site 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
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Please Identify Site:           
   
 
Class Assignments 
Reaction Papers 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Interview Assignment 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Diversity Case Presentation 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
Treatment Modification 1     2     3     4     5     IDR     AB 
 
Class and Lab Instructors/TAs 
Lisa Christiansen 1     2     3     4     5      
Cathy Moonshine 1     2     3     4     5      
Sandy Jenkins 1     2     3     4     5      
Genevieve Arnaut 1     2     3     4     5      
Erica Vo 1     2     3     4     5      
Heidi Rodenberger 1     2     3     4     5      
Brad Larsen 1     2     3     4     5      
 
 
***QUESTIONNAIRE CONTINUES ON FOLLOWING PAGE*** 
Please list any other specific CLASS component that you feel was VERY HELPFUL in 
increasing your awareness and knowledge in working with diverse clients: 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any other specific CLASS component that you feel was NOT AT ALL 
HELPFUL in increasing your awareness and knowledge in working with diverse clients: 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any other specific LAB component that you feel was VERY HELPFUL in 
increasing your awareness and knowledge in working with diverse clients: 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any other specific LAB component that you feel was NOT AT ALL 
HELPFUL in increasing your awareness and knowledge in working with diverse clients: 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Multicultural Counseling Knowledge and Awareness Scale  (MCKAS) 
 
Copyrighted  by Joseph G. Ponterotto, 1997 
 
A Revision of the Multicultural Counseling Awareness Scale (MCKAS) 
 
Copyrighted  by Joseph G. Ponterotto, 1991 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Using the following scale, rate the truth of each item as it applies to you. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
Not at        Somewhat     Totally 
All True                  True       True 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
1.  I believe all clients should maintain direct eye contact during counseling. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
2.  I check up on my minority/cultural counseling skills by monitoring my functioning – 
via consultation, supervision, and continuing education. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
3.  I am aware some research indicates that minority clients receive “less preferred” 
forms of counseling treatment than majority clients. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
4.  I think that clients who do not discuss intimate aspects of their lives are being resistant 
and defensive. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
5.  I am aware of certain counseling skills, techniques, or approaches that are more likely 
to transcend culture and be effective with any clients. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
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6.  I am familiar with the “culturally deficient” and “culturally deprived” depictions of 
minority mental health and understand how these labels serve to foster and perpetuate 
discrimination. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Using the following scale, rate the truth of each item as it applies to you. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
Not at        Somewhat     Totally 
All True                  True       True 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
7.  I feel all the recent attention directed toward multicultural issues in counseling is 
overdone and not really warranted. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
8.  I am aware of individual differences that exist among members within a particular 
ethnic group based on values, beliefs, and level of acculturation. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
9.  I am aware some research indicates that minority clients are more likely to be 
diagnosed with mental illnesses than are majority clients. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
10.  I think that clients should perceive the nuclear family as the ideal social unit. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
11.  I think that being highly competitive and achievement oriented are traits that all 
clients should work towards. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
12.  I am aware of the differential interpretations of nonverbal communication (e.g., 
personal space, eye contact, handshakes) within various racial/ethnic groups. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
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13.  I understand the impact and operations of oppression and the racist concepts that 
have permeated the mental health professions. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
14.  I realize that counselor-client incongruities in problem conceptualization and 
counseling goals may reduce counselor credibility.   
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Using the following scale, rate the truth of each item as it applies to you. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
Not at        Somewhat     Totally 
All True                  True       True 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
15.  I am aware that some racial/ethnic minorities see the profession of psychology 
functioning to maintain and promote the status and power of the White Establishment. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
16.  I am knowledgeable of acculturation models for various ethnic minority groups. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
17.  I have an understanding of the role culture and racism play in the development of 
identity and worldviews among minority groups.   
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
18.  I believe that it is important to emphasize objective and rational thinking in minority 
clients. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
19.  I am aware of culture-specific, that is culturally indigenous, models of counseling for 
various racial/ethnic groups. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
20.  I believe that my clients should view a patriarchal structure as the ideal. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
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21.  I am aware of both the initial barriers and benefits related to the cross-cultural 
counseling relationship. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
22.  I am comfortable with differences that exist between me and my clients in terms of 
race and beliefs. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Using the following scale, rate the truth of each item as it applies to you. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
Not at        Somewhat     Totally 
All True                  True       True 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
23.  I am aware of institutional barriers which may inhibit minorities from using mental 
health services. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
24.  I think that my clients should exhibit some degree of psychological mindedness and 
sophistication. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
25.  I believe that minority clients will benefit most from counseling with a majority who 
endorses White middle-class values and norms. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
26.  I am aware that being born a White person in this society carries with it certain 
advantages. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
27.  I am aware of the value assumptions inherent in major schools of counseling and 
understand how these assumptions may conflict with values of culturally diverse clients. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
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28.  I am aware that some minorities see the counseling process as contrary to their own 
life experiences and inappropriate or insufficient to their needs. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
29.  I am aware that being born a minority in this society brings with it certain challenges 
that White people do not have to face. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
30.  I believe that all clients must view themselves as their number one responsibility. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Using the following scale, rate the truth of each item as it applies to you. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
Not at        Somewhat     Totally 
All True                  True       True 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
31.  I am sensitive to circumstances (personal biases, language dominance, stage of ethnic 
identity development) which may dictate referral of the minority client to a member of 
his/her own racial/ethnic group. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
32.  I am aware that some minorities believe counselors lead minority students into non-
academic programs regardless of student potential, preferences, or ambitions. 
 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5                     6                     7 
 
 
Thank you for completing this instrument.  Please feel free to express in writing below 
any thoughts, concerns, or comments you have regarding this instrument:  
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APPENDIX E 
 
WPAS 
Instructions 
 
Presented below are descriptions of different attitudes you might have about white 
privilege.  Please read each statement carefully and circle the number that best describes 
the degree to which you agree with the statement.  Please respond to each statement, even 
if the statements appear to be similar to others.   
 
If you identify primarily as a person of color, many items will not apply to you.  You may 
leave those items blank.  If you identify primarily as European American, Caucasian, or 
white, please answer all items. 
 
There are no correct answers so please answer honestly. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
Strongly Moderately   Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly  
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree  Agree  Agree 
 
1.  I plan to work to change our unfair social structure that promotes white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
2.  Our social structure system promotes white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
3.  I am angry that I keep benefiting from white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
4.  I take action against white privilege with people I know. 1     2     3     5     6 
5.  I am worried that taking action against white privilege will hurt my relationships with other 
whites. 
1     2     3     5     6 
6.  I feel awful about white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
7.  I accept responsibility to change white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
8.  I am ashamed of my white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
9.  I am ashamed that the system is stacked in my favor because I am white. 1     2     3     5     6 
10.  Everyone has equal opportunity, so this so-called white privilege is really white-bashing. 1     2     3     5     6 
11.  I am angry knowing that I have white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
12.  If I were to speak up against white privilege, I would fear losing my friends. 1     2     3     5     6 
13.  I have not done anything about white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
14.  I look forward to creating a more racially-equitable society. 1     2     3     5     6 
15.  White people have it easier than most people of color. 1     2     3     5     6 
16.  I intend to work towards dismantling white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
17.  I don’t care to explore how I supposedly have unearned benefits from being white. 1     2     3     5     6 
18.  I am curious about how to communicate effectively to break down white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
19.  I’m glad to explore my white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
20.  I want to begin the process of eliminating white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
21.  I am anxious about the personal work I must do within myself to eliminate white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
22.  Plenty of people of color are more privileged than whites. 1     2     3     5     6 
23.  I take action to dismantle white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
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24.  White people should feel guilty about having white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
25.  If I address white privilege, I might alienate my family. 1     2     3     5     6 
26.  I am eager to find out more about letting go of white privilege. 1     2     3     5     6 
27.  I worry about what giving up some white privileges might mean for me.   1     2     3     5     6 
28.  I am anxious about stirring up bad feelings by exposing the advantages that whites have. 1     2     3     5     6 
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APPENDIX F 
 
MEIM 
 
 
 
 
128 
 
